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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., used this verse of Scripture: I Sam-
uel 12: 23: Moreover as for me, God for-
bid that I should sin against the Lord in
ceasing to pray for you.

Eternal God, our Father, whose
thoughts concerning us are always those
of peace and good will, we rejoice that
daily we are living under the canopy and
shelter of Thy grace and goodness.

We humbly acknowledge that in our
devotions and worship we have often
failed to pray fervently for peace on
earth and good will among men.

Let us continue to search and probe
our hearts that we may find the reasons
for unanswered prayer and realize that
we have left so many of our fellow men
out of our prayer life.

We confess that we have forgotten the
poor, the sick, and the lonely, in homes
and in hospitals who need Thy blessings
and the help that we can give.

How frequently we neglect those who
are constantly struggling with human
frailty and bodily illness and the en-
croachments of age and infirmity.

We beseech Thee to forgive us for be-
ing so indifferent and self-centered in
our thoughts and prayers.

Hear us in the name of our blessed
Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the amend-
ments of the House to a bill of the Sen-
ate of the following title:

8.32. An act to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to construct, operate, and main-
tain the southern Nevada water project, Ne-
vada, and for other purposes.

AIRMAIL PRIVILEGES TO MEMBERS
OF THE U.S. ARMED FORCES, AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H.R. 11420) to
amend title 39, United States Code, to
provide certain airmail privileges with
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respect to members of the U.S. Armed
Forces, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, may I assume that
the gentleman from Louisiana will take
a reasonable amount of time to explain
this bill?

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield; yes.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 11420

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House
o] Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
chapter 57 of title 30, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following section:

“‘§ 4160. Mailing privilege of members of
United States Armed Forces and of
friendly foreign nations

“{a) First-class letter malil, Iincluding
postal cards and post cards, shall be car-
ried as alrmall, at no cost to the sender, when
mailed by—

“(1) a member of the Armed Forces of
the United States on active duty as defined
in sections 101(4) and 101(22) of title 10,
United States Code, and addressed to a place
within the delivery limits of a United States
post office, if—

*“(A) the letter is mailed by the member
at an Armed Forces post office established
under section 705(d) of this title in an over-
seas area, as designated by the President,
where the Armed Forces of the United States
are engaged in action against an enemy of
the United States, engaged in military op-
erations involving armed conflict with a hos-
tile forelgn force, or serving with a friendly
foreign force in an armed conflict in which
the United States is not a belligerent; or

“(B) the member i hospitalized in a fa-
cllity under the jurisdiction of the Armed
Forces of the United States as a result of
disease or Injury inmcurred as a result of
service in an overseas area designated by
the President under clause (A); or

“(2) a member of an armed force of a
friendly foreign nation at an Armed Forces
post office and addressed to a place within
the delivery limits of a United States post
office, or a post office of the nation in whose
armed forces the sender is a member, if—

“(A) the member is accorded free mailing
privileges by his own government;

“(B) the foreign nation extends similar
free maliling privileges to a member of the
Armed Forces of the United States serving
with, or in, a unit under the control of a
command of that foreign nation;

“(C) the member is serving with, or in, a
unit under the operational control of a com-

mand of the Armed Forces of the United
States;

“(D) The letter is maliled by the mem-
ber—

“(1) at an Armed Forces post office estab-
lished under section "05(d) of this title in an
overseas area, as designated by the President,
where the Armed Forces of the United States
are engaged in action against an enemy of
the United States, engaged in military opera-
tions involving armed conflict with a hostile
foreign force, or serving with a friendly for-
eign force in an armed conflict in which the
United States is not a belligerent; or

*(ii) while hospitalized in a facility under
the jurisdiction of the Armed Forces of the
United States as a result of disease or injury
incurred as a result of services in an overseas
area designated by the President under clause
(D) (1); and

“(E) the nation in whose armed forces the
sender is a member has agreed to assume all
international postal transportation charges
incurred.

“{(b) The Department of Defense shall
transfer to the Post Office Department as
postal revenue, out of any appropriations or
funds available to the Department of De-
fense, as a necessary expense of the appro-
priations or funds and of the activities con-
cerned, the equivalent amount of postage
due, as determined by the Postmaster Gen-
eral, for matter sent in the mails under au-
thority of subsection (a) of this section.

“{e¢) Subsections (a) and (b) of this sec-
tion shall be administered under such con-
ditions, and under such regulations, as the
Postmaster General and the Secretary of De-
fense jointly may prescribe.”

(b) The table of contents of chapter 67 of
title 39, United States Code, is amended by
adding

“4169. Mailing privilege of members of United
States Armed Forces and of friendly
foreign nations.”

immediately below

“4168. Correspondence of members of diplo-
matie corps and consuls of countries
of Postal Union of Americas and
Spain.”

Sgc. 2. Section 4303(d) of title 39, United
States Code, is amended by striking out
paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

“(3) In addition to parcels to which it is
otherwise applicable, the eighth =zone in-
cludes, for purposes of this section only, ex-
cept as provided by paragraph (4) of this
subsection, parcels transported between the
United States; its territories and possessions
or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and
the Canal Zone. ,

“(4) The rates of postage on air parcel
post transported between the United States,
its territories and possessions or the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Canal
Zone, and Army, Air Force, and Fleet post
offices, shall be the applicable zone rates
shown in paragraph (1) of this subsection
for mall between the place of mailing or de-
livery within the United States, ifs terri-
tories or possessions or the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, and the Canal Zone, and the
city of the postmaster serving the Army, Air
Force, or Fleet post office concerned.
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“(5) Fourth-class parcels not exceeding
five pounds in weight and sixty inches iIn
length and girth combined mailed by or
addressed to members of the Armed Forces
of the United States at or in care of Army,
Air Force, and Fleet post offices In overseas
combat areas, as designated by the President,
shall be transported by air between the point
of embarkation and the overseas Army, Air
Force, or Fleet post office on a space available
basis on United States-flag carriers only,
under such conditions and regulations as the
Secretary of Defense may prescribe and at
rates approved by the Civil Aeronautics Board
for space available parcel service which shall
not exceed the minimum rates charged for
the airlift of military cargo In scheduled
airline service.

“(6) Paragraphs (4) and (5) of this sub-
sectlon shall be administered under such
conditions, and under such regulations, as
the Postmaster General and the Secretary
of Defense jointly may prescribe.”

SEc. 3. (a) Sectlon 1040 of title 10, United
States Code (relating to free postage for the
United States Armed Forces in combat
zones), is hereby repealed.

(b) The analysis of chapter 53 of title
10, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing out

“1040. Free postage from combat zones.”.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation provides
urgently needed improvements in postal
service for service men and women over-
seas.

First, it provides free airmail service
for letters, post cards, and postal cards
mailed by members of the Armed Forces
who are engaged in combat, or when
mailed by a member of the Armed Forces
who is hospitalized due to disease or in-
jury resulting from service in such an
overseas area.

Second, air parcel post rates to and
from overseas military post offices are
established on a basis commensurate
with the air service actually provided
and paid for by the Post Office Depart-
ment. The mailer will pay only the air
parcel post rates for the domestic move-
ment of the parcel by the Post Office De-
partment—that is, between the port of
embarkation and the point of mailing or
delivery, as the case may be. Under
present law the sender would have to pay
the air parcel rate for the eighth zone
regardless of the distance involved.

Third, transportation by air is re-
quired, between the port of embarkation
and members of the Armed Forces in
overseas combat areas, for parcels not
exceeding 5 pounds in weight and 60
inches in length and girth when such
parcels are mailed at regular domestic
parcel post rates by or to such members
of the Armed Forces. For example, if
the mother of a marine serving in Viet-
nam wants to send him a 5-pound gift
she would pay the regular domestic par-
cel post rate from her home post office
to the port of embarkation on the west
coast, and the Department of Defense
then would be responsible for transport-
ing the package to destination by air, on
a space available basis and using U.S.-
flag carriers. The cost of transporta-
tion beyond the port of embarkation
would be borne by the Department, as is
presently the case.
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This bill was passed unanimously by
the subcommittee and it passed unani-
mously out of the full committee. There
was favorable approval by the Defense
Depzrtment and the Post Office Depart-
ment.

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CORBETT. Is it not true there
was another bill with an amendment
that would have extended these same
privileges to members of the Armed
Forces anywhere in the world?

Mr. MORRISON. That is correct.
That was taken out.

Mr. CORBETT. Isitnot true that the
chairman of this subcommittee has
promised consideration of this legisla-
tion as early as possible in the next
session?

Mr. MORRISON. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I am in favor of this
bill, but I do not think it goes far
enough. I think it might have included
the troops in Korea and Thailand as well
as Vietnam. I hope we can come back
to this problem early next year, as the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has sug-
gested.

Mr. MORRISON. I agree with the
gentleman, and we intend to go into it
fully beginning the first of the year.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, a
good many Members of Congress have in-
troduced legislation similar to that before
the House today. I commend them for
their foresight and for their concern for
the young men of our country who are
defending freedom in a foreign land.

A great many times those of us who
are near our loved ones lose sight of a
moral and spiritual support they give us.
When a time of crisis, which requires a
separation from them occurs, we realize
how great our dependence upon them is.
We all have a tendency to take for
granted the people near us; our wives,
children, mothers, and fathers. In the
course of everyday events they are al-
ways near to lend a hand; to support us.
Only when they are gone, when we are
separated from them, do we realize how
greatly we rely upon them.

Someone once spoke of not being able
to see the forest for the trees, and that
phrase might well apply in this case.

I believe this is what is happening to a
great many of our boys in Vietnam and
other combat areas. They are now real-
izing how greatly they depended upon
their friends, their relatives, their fam-
ilies, and their loved ones.

In a strange and alien land it is a tre-
mendous boost to morale to be able to
send a letter, or to receive a package.
The content of a parcel may be little; but,
the emotions of one who is able to con-
vey his feelings to his loved ones, or who
receives a package from home, cannot
be measured by our inadequate stand-
ards.

The people of this Nation who have
served in foreign lands know of what
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I speak. The people who have loved
ones overseas know equally well of what
I speak.

A letter received from a member of
the Armed Forces is a great comfort
to his family. A letter assuring that
the serviceman is well and fit, greatly
relieves a worried and troubled wife, or
mother, or father.

There can be no doubt about the de-
sirability nor about the necessity of this
type of legislation. Any problem aris-
ing from the enactment of this legis-
lation cannot compare with the problems
of a young man leaving the comfort and
security of the United States, to go to
a foreign land which harbors only dan-
ger and possible death.

Can the problem of transportation
compare with the problems faced by a
young man leaving his wife and chil-
dren? Can the problem of monetary
considerations compare with the prob-
lems of a young man in a hostile and
forbidden land? The answer, of course,
is a resounding and overwhelming “no.”

We have placed upon the members of
our Armed Forces the overwhelming re-
sponsibility and awesome duty of de-
fending freedom. This is a terrible as-
signment. It is often a thankless and
hostile burden.

Our men have willingly and patrioti-
cally responded, and have acted in the
finest tradition of America.

These men have given in full meas-
ure, they are fighting for and dying for
their belief in democracy and freedom.

Let us grant them this small privi-
lege; they deserve much more.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, I
shall not presume long on the time of
the House today, concerning the passage
of HR. 11420. I merely want to state
that I strongly support this legislation,
designed to permit postage free mail
from our servicemen and women in Viet-
nam. This was a privilege enjoyed by
soldiers of other wars, including myself,
in World War II. I might also add that
the legislation has the very strongest
backing from all the veterans organiza-
tions. I am sure that our servicemen in
this far-off battlefield will be most ap-
preciative. I am pleased that the leader-
ship of both our great political parties
have cooperated to assure early passage
of this measure. I commend the com-
mittee for reporting this fine bill, and
extend my personal appreciation to the
committee’s distinguished chairman.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

NATIONAL VOCATIONAL STUDENT
LOAN INSURANCE ACT OF 1965

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s
desk the bill (HR. 7743) to establish a
system of loan insurance and a supple-
mentary system of direct loans, to assist
students to attend postsecondary busi-
ness, trade, technical, and other voca-
tional schools, with a Senate amendment
thereto and concur in the Senate amend-
ment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and

insert:

“That this Act may be cited as the ‘Na-
tlonal Voeational Student Loan Insurance
Act of 1965’.

“STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND APPROPRIATIONS
AUTHORIZED

"“Sec. 2. (a) The purpose of this Act is to
enable the Commissioner (1) to encourage
States and nonprofit private institutlons
and organizations to establish adequate loan
insurance programs for students in eligible
institutions (as defined in section 17), (2)
to provide a Federal program of student loan
insurance for students who do not have rea-
sonable access to a State or private nonprofit
program of student loan insurance covered
by an agreement under section 9(b), and (3)
to pay a portion of the interest on loans to
qualified students which are insured under
this Act or under a program of a State or of
a nonprofit private institution or organiza-
tion which meets the requirements of section
9(a) (1) ().

“(b) For the purpose of carrying out this
Act—

“(1) there are authorized to be appropri-
ated to the vocational student loan insur-
ance fund (established by section 13) (A)
the sum of $250,000, and (B) such further
sums, if any, as may become necessary for
the adequacy of the vocational student loan
insurance fund,

“(2) there are authorized to be appropri-
ated, for payments under section 9 with
respect to interest on insured loans, such
sums for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966,
and succeeding fiscal years, as may be re-
quired therefor, and

“(3) there are authorized to be appro-
priated the sum of $1,875,000 for making ad-
vances pursuant to sectlion 3 for the reserve
funds of State and nonprofit private student
loan insurance programs.

Sums appropriated under clauses (1) and (2)
of this subsection shall remain available un-
til expended, and sums appropriated under
clause (3) of this subsection shall remain
available for advances under section 3 until
the close of the fiscal year ending June 30,
1968.
““ADVANCES FOR RESERVE FUNDS OF STATE AND
NONPROFIT PRIVATE LOAN INSURANCE PROGRAMS
“Sec. 3. (a) (1) From the sums appropriated
pursuant to clause (8) of section 2(b), the
Commissioner is authorized to make ad-
vances to any State with which he has made
an agreement pursuant to section 9(b) for
the of helping to establish or
strengthen the reserve fund of the student
loan insurance program covered by that
agreement. If for any of the fiscal years
ending June 30, 1966, June 30, 1967, or June
30, 1968, a State does not have a student loan
insurance program covered by an agreement
pursuant to section 9(b), and the Commis-
sioner determines after consultation with
the chief executive officer of that State that
there 158 no reasonable likellhood that the
State will have such a student loan insur-
ance program for such year, the Commis-
sloner may make advances for such year for
the same purpose to one or more nonprofit
private institutions or organizations with
which he has made an agreement pursuant
to section 9(b) in order to enable students
in that State to participate in a program of
student loan insurance covered by such an
agreement. The Commissioner may make ad-
vances under this subsection both to a State
program with which he has such an agree-
ment and to one or more nonprofit private in-
stitutions or organizations with which he has
such an agreement in that State If he de-
termines that such advances are necessary in
order that students in each eligible institu-
tion have access through such institution to
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a student loan insurance program which
meets the requirements of section 9(b) (1).

“(2) Advances pursuant to this subsection
shall be upon such terms and conditions
(including conditions relating to the time or
times of payment) consistent with the re-
quirements of sectlon 9(b) as the Commis-
sioner determines will best carry out the
purposes of this section. Advances made by
the Commissioner under this subsection shall
be repald within such period as the Commis-
sioner may deem to be appropriate in each
case in the light of the maturity and solvency
of the reserve fund for which the advance
was made.

“(b) The total of the advances to any
State pursuant to subsection (a) may not
exceed an amount which bears the same
ratio to 215 per centum of §75,000,000 as the
population of that State aged elghteen to
twenty-two, inclusive, bears to the total pop-
ulation of all the States aged eighteen to
twenty-two, inclusive. If the amount so
determined for any State, however, is less
than $10,000, it shall be increased to $10,000
and the total of the increases thereby re-
quired shall be derived by proportionately
reducing (but not below §10,000) the
amount so determined for each of the re-
maining States. Advances to nonprofit pri-
vate institutions and organizations pursu-
ant to subsectlon (a) may be in such
amounts as the Commissioner determines
will best achieve the purposes for which they
are made, except that the sum of (1) ad-
vances to such institutions and organiza-
tions for the benefit of students in any State
plus (2) the amounts advanced to such
State, may not exceed the maximum amount
which may be advanced to that State pur-
suant to the first two sentences of this
subsection. For the purposes of this sub-
section, the population aged eighteen to
twenty-two, inclusive, of each State and of
all the States shall be determined by the
Commissioner on the basis of the most sat-
isfactory data avallable to him.

“EFFECT OF ADEQUATE NON-FEDERAL PROGRAMS

“Sec. 4. The Commissioner shall not issue
certificates of insurance under section 11 to
lenders in a State if he determines that every
eligible institution has reasonable access in
that State to a State or private nonprofit
student loan insurance program which is
covered by an agreement under section 9(b).

“SCOPE AND DURATION OF LOAN INSURANCE
PROGRAM

“Sec. 5. (a) The total principal amount of
new loans made and installments paid pur-
suant to lines of credit (as defined in section
17) to students covered by insurance under
this Act shall not exceed $75,000,000 in the
fiscal vear ending June 30, 1966, and in each
of the two succeeding fiscal years. There-
after, insurance pursuant to this part may
pe granted only for loans made (or for loan
installments paid pursuant to lines of
credit) to enable students, who have ob-
talned prior loans insured under this Act,
to continue or complete their educational
programs; but no insurance may be granted
for any loan made or installment paid after
June 30, 1972.

“(b) The Commissioner may, if he finds
it necessary to do so in order to assure an
equitable distribution of the benefits of
this Act, assign, within the maximum
amounts specified in subsection (a), insur-
ance quotas applicable to eligible lenders, or
to States or areas, and may from time to
time reassign wunused portions of these
quotas.

“LIMITATIONS ON INDIVIDUAL LOANS AND ON
INSURANCE

“Sec. 6. (a) No loan or loans by one or
more eligible lenders in excess of $1,000 in
the aggregate to any student In any aca-
demic year or its equivalent shall be covered
by insurance under this Act. The aggregate
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insured unpaid principal amount of all such
insured loans made to any student shall not
at any time exceed $2,000. The annual in-
surable limit per student shall not be deemed
to be exceeded by a line of credit under
which actual payments by the lender to the
borrower will not be made in any year in
excess of the annual 1imit.

“{b) The insurance llability on any loan
insured under this Act shall be 100 per
centum of the unpald balance of the prin-
cipal amount of the loan. Such insurance
lability shall not include liability for inter-
est whether or not that interest has been
added to the principal amount of the loan.

“SOURCES OF FUNDS

“Sec. 7. Loans made by eligible lenders in
accordance with this Act shall be insurable
whether made from funds fully owned by the
lender or from funds held by the lender in
a trust or similar capacity and available for
such loans.

“ELIGIBILITY OF STUDENT BORROWERS AND
TEEMS OF STUDENT LOANS

“Sec. 8. (a) A loan by an eligible lender
shall be insurable under the provisions of
this Act only if—

*“(1) made to a student who (A) has been
accepted for enrollment at an eligible in-
stitution or, in the case of a student already
attending such institution, is in good stand-
ing there as determined by the institution,
and (B) is carrying at least one-half of the
normal full-time workload as determined by
the institution, and (C) has provided the
lender with a statement of the institution
which sets forth a schedule of the tuition
and fees applicable to that student and its
estimate of the cost of board and room for
such a student; and

*(2) evidenced by a note or other written
agreement which—

“(A) is made without security and with-
out endorsement, except that if the bor-
rower is 8 minor and such note or other writ-
ten agreement executed by him would not,
under the applicable law, create & binding
obligation, endorsement may be required,

“(B) provides for repayment (except as
provided in subsection (c¢)) of the principal
amount of the loan in installments over a
period of not less than three years (unless
sooner repaid) nor more than six years be-
ginning not earlier than nine months nor
later than one year after the date on which
the student ceases to carry at an eligible
institution at least one-half the normal
full-time academic workload as determined
by the institution in accordance with regu-
lations of the Commissioner, except (1) as
provided in clause (C) below, (ii) that the
period of the loan may not exceed nine years
from the execution of the note or written
agreement evidencing it and (iii) the note
or other written instrument may contain
such provisions relating to repayment in the
event of default in the payment of interest
or in the payment of the cost of insurance
premiums, or other default by the borrower,
as may be authorized by regulations of the
Commissioner in effect at the time the loan
is made,

“(C) provides that periodic installments
of principal need not be paid, but interest
shall accrue and be paid, during any period
(1) during which the borrower is pursuing
a full-time course of study at an institution
of higher education or at a comparable in-
stitution outside the States approved for this
purpose by the Commissioner, (1) not in ex-
cess of three years, during which the bor-
rower is a member of the Armed Forces of
the United States, or (iil) not in excess of
three years during which the borrower is in
service as a volunteer under the Peace Corps
Act, and any such period shall not be in-
cluded in determining the six-year period or
thb: nine-year period provided in clause (B)
above.
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“(D) provides for interest on the unpald
principal balance of the loan at a yearly rate,
not exceeding the applicable maximum rate
prescribed and defined by the Secretary
(within the limits set forth in subsection
(b)) on a national, regional, or other appro-
priate basis, which interest shall be payable
in installments over the period of the loan
except that, if provided in the note or other
written agreement, any interest payable by
the student may be deferred until not later
than the date upon which repayment of the
first installment of principal falls due, in
which case interest that has so accrued dur-
ing that period may be added on that date
to the principal (but without thereby in-
creasing the insurance lability under this
Act),

r ()E) provides that the lender will not col-
lect or attempt to collect from the borrower
any portion of the interest on the note which
is payable by the Commissioner under this
Act,

“(F) entitles the student borrower to ac-
celerate without penalty repayment of the
whole or any part of the loan, and

“(G) contains such other terms and con-
ditions, consistent with the provisions of
this Act and with the regulations issued by
the Commissioner pursuant to this Act, as
may be agreed upon by the parties to such
loan, including, if agreed upon, a provision
requiring the borrower to pay to the lender,
in addition to principal and interest, amounts
equal to the insurance premiums payable by
the lender to the Commissioner with respect
to such loan.

“(b) No maximum rate of interest pre-
scribed and defined by the Secretary for
the purposes of clause (2) (D) of subsection
(a) may exceed 6 per centum per annum
on the unpaid prinicpal balance of the loan,
except that under circumstances which
threaten to impede the carrying out of the
purposes of this Act, one or more of such
maximum rates of interest may be as high as
7 per centum per annum on the unpald
principal balance of the loan.

“(e) The total of the payments by a bor-
rower during any year of any repayment pe-
riod with respect to the aggregate amount of
all loans to that borrower which are insured
under this Act shall not be less than $360
or the balance of all such loans (together
with interest thereon), whichever amount is
less.

“FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO REDUCE STUDENT
INTEREST COSTS

“Sec. 9. (a) (1) Each student who has re-
ceived a loan—

“{A) which is insured under this Act;

“{B) which was made for study at an
eligible institution under a State student
loan program (meeting criteria prescribed
by the Commissioner), and which was con-
tracted for, and paid to the student, within
the period specified by paragraph (4); or

“{C) which is insured under a program of
a State or of a nonprofit private institution
or organization, which was contracted for,
and paid to the student, within the period
specified in paragraph (4), and which—

“(i) in the case of a loan insured prior to
July 1, 1967, was made by an eligible lender
and is insured under a program which meets
the requirements of subparagraph (E) of
subsection (b)(1) and provides that repay-
ment of such loan rhall be in installments
beginning not earlier than sixty days after
the student ceases to pursue a course of
study (as described in subparagraph (D) of
subsection (b)(1)) at an eligible institu-
tion, or

*“(ii) in the case of a loan insured after
June 30, 1967, is insured under a program
covered by an agreement made pursuant to
subsection (b),
and whose adjusted family income is less
than $15,000 at the time of execution of the
note or written agreement evidencing such

4
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loan, shall be entitled to have paid on his
behalf and for his account to the holder of
the loan, over the period of the loan, a por-
tion of the interest on the loan. For the
purposes of this paragraph, the adjusted
family income of a student shall be deter-
mined pursuant to regulations of the Com-
missioner in effect at the time of the execu-
tion of the note or written agreement evi-
dencing the loan. Such regulations shall
provide for taking into account such factors,
including family size, as the Commissioner
deems appropriate.

“{2) The portion of the interest on a loan
which a student is entitled to have paid on
his behalf and for his account to the holder
of the loan pursuant to paragraph (1) shall
be equal to the total amount of the interest
on the unpaid principal amount of the loan
which accrues prior to the beginning of the
repayment period of the loan, and 3 per
centum per annum of the unpaid principal
amount of the loan (excluding interest
which has been added to principal) there-
after; but such portion of the interest on
a loan shall not exceed, for any period, the
amount of the interest on that loan which
is payable by the student after taking into
consideration the amount of any interest on
that loan which the student is entitled to
have paid on his behalf for that period under
any State or private loan Insurance program.
In the absence of fraud by the lender, that
determination shall be final so far as the
obligation of the Commissioner to pay a por-
tion of the interest on a loan is concerned.
The holder of a loan with respect to which
payments are required to be made under this
section shall be deemed to have a contractual
right, as against the United States, to receive
from the Commissioner the portion of inter-
est which has been so determined. The
Commissioner shall pay this portion of the
interest to the holder of the lcan on behall
of and for the account of the borrower at
such times as may be specified in regula-
tions in force when the applicable agreement
entered into pursuant to subsection (b) was
made, or if the loan was made by a State
or is insured under a program which Is not
covered by such an agreement, at such times
as may be specified in regulations in force
at the time the loan was paid to the student.

“(3) Each holder of a loan with respect
to which payments of interest are required
to be made by the Commissioner shall sub-
mit to the Commissioner, at such time or
times and in such manner as he may pre-
scribe, statements containing such informa-
tion as may be required by or pursuant to
regulation for the purpose of enabling the
Commissioner to determine the amount of
the payment which he must make with re-
spect to that loan.

“(4) The period referred to in subpara-
graphs (B) and (C) of paragraph (1) of this
subsection shall begin on the date of enact-
ment of this Act and end on June 30, 1968,
except that, in the case of a loan made or
insured under a student loan or loan insur-
ance program, to enable a student who has
obtained a prior loan made or insured under
such program to continue his educational
%ggram. such period shall end on June 30,

“(5) No payment may be made under this
section with respect to the interest on a loan
made from a student loan fund established
under title IT of the Natlonal Defense Edu-
catlon Act of 1958.

“(b) (1) Any State or any nonprofit pri-
vate institution or organization may enter
into an agreement with the Commissioner
for the purpose of entitling students who
receive loans which are insured under a stu-
dent loan insurance program of that State,
institution, or organization to have made on
their behalf payments equal to those pro-
vided for in subsection (a) if the Commis-
sioner determines that the student loan in-
surance pProgram-——
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“(A) authorizes the insurance of not less
than $1,000 in loans to any individual stu-
dent in any academic year or its equivalent
(as determined under regulations of the
Commissioner) ;

“(B) authorizes the insurance of loans to
any individual student for at least two aca-
demic years of study or their equivalent as
determined under regulations of the Com-
missioner) ;

“(C) provides that (i) the student bor-
rower shall be entitled to accelerate without
penalty the whole or any part of an insured
loan, (ii) the period of any insured loan
may not exceed nine years from the date of
execution of the note or other written ewi-
dence of the loan, and (ill) the note or other
written evidence of any loan may contain
such provisions relating to repayment in the
event of default by the borrower as may be
authorized by regulations of the Commis-
sioner in effect at the time such note or writ-
ten evidence was executed;

“(D) subject to subparagraph (C), pro-
vides that, where the total of the insured
loans to any student which are held by any
one person exceeds §1,000, repayment of such
loans shall be in installments over a period of
not less than three years nor more than six
years beginning not earlier than nine months
nor later than one year after the student
ceases to pursue a full-time course of study
at an eligible institution, except that if the
program provides for the insurance of loans
for part-time study at eligible institutions
the program shall provide that such repay-
ment period shall begin not earlier than
nine months nor later than one year after
the student ceases to carry at an eligible
institution at least one-half the normal full-
time academic workload as determined by
the institution;

“(E) authorizes interest on the unpaid
balance of the loan at a yearly rate not in
excess of 6 per centum per annum on the
unpaid principal balance of the loan (exelu-
slve of any premium for insurance which
may be passed on to the borrower);

“(F) insures not less than 90 per centum
of the unpaid principal of loans Iinsured
under the program;

“(G) does not provide for collection of an
excessive insurance premium;

“(H) provides that the benefits of the
loan insurance program will not be denied
any student because of his family income or
lack of need if his adjusted family income
at the time the note or written agreement is
executed is less than $15,000 (as determined
pursuant to the regulations of the Commis-
sioner prescribed under section 9(a)(1));

“(I) provides that a student may obtain
insurance under the program for a loan for
any year of study at an eligible institution;
and

“(J) in the case of a State program, pro-
vides that such State program is adminis-
tered by a single State agency, or by one or
more nonprofit private institutions or orga-
nizations under the supervision of a single
State agency.

*{2) Such an agreement shall—

“(A) provide that the holder of any such
loan will be required to submit to the Com-
missioner, at such time or times and in such
manner as he may prescribe, statements con-
taining such information as may be required
by or pursuant to regulation for the pur-
pose of enabling the Commissioner to deter-
mine the amount of the payment which he
must make with respect to that loan;

“(B) include such other provisions as may
be necessary to protect the financial inter-
est of the United States and promote the
purposes of this Act and as are agreed to by
the Commissioner and the State or private
organization or institution; and

“(C) provide for making such reports in
such form and containing such information
as the Commissioner may reasonably require
to carry out his function under this Act and
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for keeping such records and for affording
'such access thereto as the Commissioner may
find necessary to assure the correctness and
verification of such reports.

“DIRECT LOANS

“Sgc. 10. (a) The Commissioner may make
a direct loan to any student who would be
eligible for an insured loan under this Act
if (1) in the particular area in which the
student resides loans which are insurable
under this Act are not available at the rate
of interest prescribed by the Secretary pur-
suant to section 8(a)(2) (D) for such area,
or (2) the particular student has been un-
able to obtain an insured loan at a rate of
interest which does not exceed such rate
prescribed by the Secretary.

“(b) Loans made under this section shall
bear interest at the rate prescribed by the
Secretary under section 8(a) (2) (D) for the
area where the student resides, and shall
be made on such other terms and conditions
as the Commissioner shall prescribe, which
shall conform as nearly as practicable to the
terms and conditions of loans insured under
this Act.

“{¢) There is authorized to be appropriated
the sum of $1,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1966, and for each of the four
succeeding fiscal years to carry out this sec-
tion.

“CERTIFICATES OF INSURANCE—EFFECTIVE DATE
OF INSURANCE

“ggc. 11. (a) (1) If, upon application by an
eligible lender, made upon such form, con-
taining such information, and supported by
such evidence as the Commissioner may re-
quire, and otherwise in conformity with this
section, the Commissioner finds that the ap-
plicant has made a loan to an eligible stu-
dent which is insurable under the provisions
of this Act, he may issue to the applicant
a certificate of insurance covering the loan
and setting forth the amount and terms of
the insurance.

“(2) Insurance evidenced by a certificate of
insurance pursuant to subsection (a)(1)
shall become effective upon the date of is-
suance of the certificate, except that the
Commissioner is authorized, in accordance
with regulations, to lssue commitments with
respect to proposed loans, or with respect
to lines (or proposed lines) of credit, sub-
mitted by eligible lenders, and in that event,
upon compliance with subsection (a) (1) by
the lender, the certificate of insurance may
be issued effective as of the date when any
loan, or any payment by the lender pursuant
to a line of credit, to be covered by such
insurance was made. Such insurance shall
cease to be effective upon sixty days' de-
fault by the lender in the payment of any
installment of the premiums payable pur-
suant to subsection (e¢).

“(3) An application submitted pursuant to
subsection (a)(1) shall contain (A) an
agreement by the applicant to pay, in accord-
ance with regulations, the premiums fixed
by the Commissioner pursuant to subsection
(c), and (B) an agreement by the applicant
that if the loan is covered by insurance the
applicant will submit such supplementary
reports and statements during the effective
period of the loan agreement, upon such
forms, at such times, and containing such
information as the Commissioner may pre-
scribe by or pursuant to regulation.

“(b) (1) In lieu of requiring a separate in-
surance application and issuing a separate
certificate of insurance for each student loan
made by an eligible lender as provided in
subsection (a), the Commissioner may, in
accordance with regulations consistent with
section b, issue to any eligible lender apply-
ing therefor a certificate of comprehensive
insurance coverage which shall, without fur-
ther action by the Commissioner, insure all
insurable loans made by that lender, on
or after the date of the certificate and be-
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fore a specified cutoff date, within the
limits of an aggregate maximum amount
stated in the certificate. Such regulations
may provide for conditioning such insur-
ance, with respect to any loan, upon com-
pliance by the lender with such require-
ments (to be stated or incorporated by ref-
erence in the certificate) as in the Com-
missioner’s judgment will best achieve the
purpose of this subsection while protecting
the financial interest of the United States
and promoting the objectives of this act, in-
cluding (but not limited to) provisions as
to the reporting of such loans and infor-
mation relevant thereto to the Commissioner
and as to the payment of initial and other
premiums and the effect of default therein,
and including provision for confirmation by
the Commissioner from time to time
(through endorsement of the certificate)
of the coverage of specific new loans by such
certificate, which confirmation shall be in-
contestable by the Commissioner in the ab-
sence of fraud or misrepresentation of fact
or patent error.

“(2) If the holder of a certificate of com-
prehensive insurance issued under this sub-
section grants to a student a line of credit
extending beyond the cutoff date specified In
that certificate, loans or payments thereon
made by the holder after that date pur-
suant to the line of credit shall not be
deemed to be included in the coverage of
that certificate except as may be specifically
provided therein; but, subject to the limita-
tions of section 5, the Commissioner may, in
accordance with regulations, make com-
mitments to insure such future loans or
payments, and such commitments may be
honored either as provided in subsection (a)
or by inclusion of such insurance in com-
prehensive coverage under this subsection
for the period or periods in which such
future loans or payments are made.

“(e) The Commissioner shall, pursuant to
regulations, charge for insurance on each
loan under this Act a premium in an amount
not to exceed one-fourth of 1 per centum
per year of the unpaid principal amount
of such loan (excluding interest added to
prinecipal), payable in advance, at such time
and in such manner as may be prescribed
by the Commissioner. Such regulations
may provide that such premium shall not be
payable, or if paid shall be refundable, with
respect to any period after default in the
payment of principal or interest or after the
borrower has died or become totally and
permanently disabled, if (1) notice of such
default or other event has been duly given,
and (2) request for payment of the loss
insured against has been made or the Com-
missioner has made such payment on his
own motion pursuant to section 12(a).

“{d) The rights of an eligible lender aris-
ing under insurance evidenced by a certifi-
cate of insurance issued to it under this
section may be assigned as security by such
lender only to another eligible lender, and
subject to regulation by the Commissioner.

“{e) The consolidation of the obligations
of two or more insured loans obtained by a
student borrower in any fiscal year into a
single obligation evidenced by a single instru-
ment of indebtedness shall not affect the
insurance by the United States. If the loans
thus consolidated are covered by separate
certificates of insurance issued under sub-
section (a), the Commissioner may upon
surrender of the original certificates issue
a new certificate of insurance in accordance
with that subsection upon the consolidated
obligation; if they are covered by a single
comprehensive certificate issued under sub-
section (b), the Commissioner may amend
that certificate accordingly.

“PROCEDURE ON DEFAULT, DEATH, OR DISABILITY
OF STUDENT

“Sec. 12. (a) Upon default by the student

borrower on any loan covered by insurance
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pursuant to this Act, or upon the death of
the student borrower or a finding by the
insurance beneficiary that the borrower has
become fotally and permanently disabled
(as determined in accordance with regula-
tions established by the Commissioner) be-
fore the loan has been repaid in full, and
prior to the commencement of sult or other
enforcement proceeding upon security for
that loan, the insurance beneficiary shall
promptly notify the Commissioner, and the
Commissioner shall if requested (at that
time or after further collection efforts) by
the beneficlary, or may on his own motion,
if the insurance is still in effect, pay to the
beneficiary the amount of the loss sustained
by the insured upon that loan as soon as
that amount has been determined, The
‘amount of the loss’ on any loan shall, for
the purposes of this subsection and sub-
section (b), be deemed to be an amount equal
to the unpaid balance of the principal
amount of the loan.

“(b) Upon payment by the Commissioner
of the insured portion of the loss pursuant
to subsection (a), the United States shall
be subrogated to all of the rights of the
holder of the obligation upon the insured
loan and shall be entitled to an assignment
of the note or other evidence of the insured
loan by the insurance beneficiary, If the
net recovery made by the Commissioner on a
loan after deduction of the cost of that re-
covery (including reasonable administrative
costs) exceeds the amount of the loss, the
excess shall be paid over to the insured.

“(e) Nothing in this section or in this Act
shall be construed to preclude any forbear-
ance for the benefit of the student borrower
which may be agreed upon by the parties to
the insured loan and approved by the Com-
missioner, or to preclude forbearance by the
Commissioner in the enforcement of the
insured obligation after payment on that
insurance, or to require collection of the
amount of any loan by the insurance bene-
ficlary or by the Commissioner from the
estate of a deceased borrower or from a bor-
rower found by the insurance beneficiary to
have become permanently and totally dis-
abled.

“(d) Nothing in this section or in this Act
shall be construed to excuse the holder of a
loan from exercising reasonable care and dili-
gence in the making and collection of loans
under the provisions of this Act. If the Com-
missioner, after reasonable notice and op-
portunity for hearing to an eligible lender,
finds that it has substantially falled to exer-
clse such care and diligence or to make the
reports and statements required under sec-
tion 9(a) (3) and section 11(a) (3), or to pay
the required insurance premiums, he shall
disqualify that lender for further insurance
on loans granted pursuant to this Act until
he is satisfied that its failure has ceased and
finds that there is reasonable assurance that
the lender will in the future exercise neces-
sary care and diligence or comply with such
requirements, as the case may be.

“(e) As used in this section—

(1) the term ‘insurance beneficiary’
means the insured or its authorized assignee
in accordance with section 11(d); and

“(2) the term ‘default’ includes only such
defaults as have existed for (A) one hundred
and twenty days in the case of a loan which
is repayable in monthly installments, or
(B) one hundred and elghty days in the
case of a loan which is repayable in less
frequent installments.

“INSURANCE FUND

“Sec. 13. (a) There is hereby established a
vocational student loan insurance fund
(hereinafter in this section’ called the
“fund”) which shall be available without
fiscal year limitation to the Commissloner
for making payments in connection with the
default of loans insured under this Act. All
amounts received by the Commissioner as
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premium charges for insurance and as re-
celpts, earnings, or proceeds derived from any
claim or other assets acquired by the Com-
missioner in connection with his operations
under this Act, and any other moneys, prop-
erty, or assets derived by the Commissioner
from his operations in connection with this
section, shall be deposited in the fund. All
payments in connection with the default of
loans insured under this Act shall be paid
from the fund. Moneys in the fund not
needed for current operations under this sec-
tion may be invested in bonds or other obli-
gations guaranteed as to principal and inter-
est by the United States.

“(b) If at any time the moneys in the
fund are Insufficlent to make payments in
connection with the default of any loan
insured under this Act, the Commissioner
is authorized to 1ssue to the Secretary of
the Treasury notes or other obligations in
such forms and denominations, bearing
such maturities, and subject to such terms
and conditions as may be prescribed by the
Commissioner with the approval of the
Secretary of the Treasury. Such notes or
other obligations shall bear interest at a
rate determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury, taking into consideration the cur-
rent average market yleld on outstanding
marketable obligations of the TUnited
States of comparable maturities during the
month preceding the issuance of the notes
or other obligations. The Becretary of the
Treasury is authorized and directed to pur-
chase any notes and other obligations Iis-
sued hereunder and for that purpose he is
authorized to use as a public debt transac-
tion the proceeds from the sale of any secu-
ritles issued under the Second Liberty
Bond Act, as amended, and the purposes
for which securities may be issued under
that Act, as amended, are extended to in-
clude any purchases of such notes and
obligations. The Secretary of the Treasury
may at any time sell any of the notes or other
obligations acquired by him under this sub-
section, All redemptions, purchases, and
sales by the Becretary of the Treasury of
such notes or other obligations shall be
treated as public debt transactions of the
United States. Sums borrowed under this
subsection shall be deposited in the fund
and redemption of such notes and obligations
shall be made by the Commissioner from
such fund.

“LEGAL POWERS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

“Sgc. 14. (a) In the performance of, and
with respect to, the functions, powers, and
duties vested in him by this Act, the Com-~
missioner may—

“(1) prescribe such regulations as may be
necessary to carry out the purposes of this
Act;

“(2) sue and be sued in any court of record
of a State having general jurisdiction or in
any district court of the United States, and
such distriet courts shall have jurisdiction
of civil actions arising under this Act with-
out regard to the amount in controversy,
and any action instituted under this sub-
section by or against the Commissioner shall
survive notwithstanding any change in the
person occupying the office of Commissioner
or any vacancy in that office; but no attach-
ment, injunction, garnishment, or other simi-
lar process, mesne or final, shall be issued

the Commissioner or property under
his control, and nothing herein shall be con-
strued to except litigation arising out of ac-
tivities under this Act from the application
of sections 507(b) and 2679 of title 28 of the
United States Code and of section 867 of the
Revised Statutes (5 U.S.C. 316);

“(3) Include in any contract for insur-
ance such terms, conditions, and covenants
relating to repayment of principal and pay-
ment of interest, relating to his obligations
and rights and to those of eligible lenders,
and borrowers in case of default, and relating
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to such other matters as the Commissioner
determines to be necessary to assure that
the purposes of this Act will be achieved;
and any term, condition, and covenant made
pursuant to this clause or any other provi-
slons of this Act may be modified by the
Commissioner if he determines that modifi-
cation is necessary to protect the financial
interest of the United States;

“(4) subject to the specific limitations in
this Act, consent to the modification, with
respect to rate of interest, time of payment
of any installment of principal and interest
or any portion thereof, or any other provi-
sion of any note or other instrument evi-
dencing a loan which has been insured un-
der this Act;

“(6) enforce, pay, or compromise, any
clalm on, or arising because of, any such in-
surance; and

“(6) enforce, pay, compromise, waive, or
release any right, title, claim, lien, or de-
mand, however acquired, including any
equity or any right or redemption.

“(b) The Commissioner shall, with re-
spect to the financial operations arising by
reason of this Act—

“(1) prepare annually and submit a
budget program as provided for wholly
owned Government corporations by the Gov-
ernment Corporation Control Act; and

“(2) maintain with respect to insurance
under this Act an integral set of accounts,
which shall be audited annually by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office in accordance with
principles and procedures applicable to com-
mercial corporate transactions, as provided
by section 1056 of the Government Corpora-
tlon Control Act, except that the transac-
tlons of the Commissioner, including the set=-
tlement of insurance claims and of claims
for payments pursuant to section 9, and
transactions related thereto and vouchers ap-
proved by the Commissioner in connection
with such transactions, shall be final and
conclusive upon all accounting and other
officers of the Government.

"ADVISORY COUNCIL ON INSURED LOANS TO
VOCATIONAL STUDENTS

“Sec. 15. (a) The Secretary shall establish
in the Office of Education an Advisory Coun-
cil on Insured Loans to Vocational Students,
consisting of the Commissioner, who shall be
Chalrman, and eight members appointed,
without regard to the civil service laws, by
the Secretary. The membership of the Coun-
cil shall include persons representing State
loan insurance programs, private nonprofit
loan insurance programs, financial and credit
institutions, and eligible institutions.

“(b) The Advisory Council shall advise the
Commissioner in the preparation of general
regulations and with respect to policy mat-
ters arising in the administration of this Act,
including policies and procedures governing
the making of advances under section 3, the
Federal payments to reduce student interest
costs under section 9 and the making of loans
under section 10.

“(e) Members of the Advisory Council,
while attending meetings or conferences of
such Council, or otherwise engaged in the
business of such Council, shall be entitled to
receive compensation at a rate fixed by the

, but not exceeding $100 per diem,
including travel time, and while so serving on
the business of the Advisory Council away
from their homes or regular places of busi-
ness, they may be allowed travel expenses,
including per dlem in lieu of subsistence, as
authorized by section 5 of the Administrative

Expenses Act of 1946 (5 U.S.C. 73b-2), for

persons in the Government service employed

intermittently.

“PARTICIPATION BY FEDERAL CREDIT UNIONS IN
FEDERAL, STATE, AND PRIVATE STUDENT LOAN
INSURANCE PROGRAMS
“Sec. 16. Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of law, Federal credit unions shall,
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pursuant to regulations of the Director of
the Bureau of Federal Credit Unions, have
power to make insured loans up to 5 per cen-
tum of their assets, to student members in
accordance with the provisions of this Act
or in accordance with the provisions of any
State or nonprofit private student loan in-
surance program with respect to which there
is in effect an agreement with the Commis-
sioner under section 9(b).

“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 17. As used in this Act—

*“(a) The term ‘eligible institution’ means
a business or trade school, or technical insti-
tution or other technieal or vocational school,
in any State, which (1) admifs as regular
students only persons who have completed
or left elementary or secondary school and
who have the ability to benefit from the
training offered by such Institution; (2) is
legally authorized to provide, and provides
within that State, a program of postsecond-
ary vocational or technical education de-
signed to fit individuals for useful employ-
ment in recognized occupations; (3) has
been In existence for 2 years or has been
speclally accredited by the Commissioner aa
an institution meeting the other require-
ments of this subsection; and (4) is ac-
credited (A) by a nationally recognized ac-
crediting agency or assoclation listed by the
Commissioner pursuant to this clause, (B)
if the Commissioner determines that there is
no nationally recognized accrediting agency
or association qualified to accredit schools
of a particular category, by a State agency
listed by the Commissioner pursuant to this
clause, and (C) if the Commissioner deter-
mines there is no nationally recognized or
State agency or assoclation qualified to ac-
credit schools of a particular category, by an
advisory committee appointed by him and
composed of persons speclally qualified to
evaluate training provided by schools of that
category, which committee shall prescribe
the standards of content, scope, and quality
which must be met by those schools in order
for loans to students attending them to be
insurable under this Act and shall also deter-
mine whether particular schools meet those
standards. For the purpose of this subsec-
tion, the Commissioner shall publish a list of
nationally recognized accrediting agencies or
assoclations and State agencles which he de-
termines to be reliable authority as to the
quality of education or training afforded.

“(b) The term ‘eligible lender’ means an
eligible institution, an agency or instru-
mentality of a State, or a financial or credit
institution (including an insurance com-
pany) which is subject to examination and
supervision by an agency of the United
States or of any State.

“(¢) The term ‘line of credit’ means an
arrangement or agreement between the
lender and the borrower whereby a loan is
pald out by the lender to the borrower in
annual installments, or whereby the lender
agrees to make, in addition to the initial
loan, additional loans in subsequent years.

“(d) The term ‘State’ includes, in addi-
tion to the several States of the Union, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the District
of Columbia, Guam, American Samoa, the
Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands.

“(e) The term ‘Secretary’ means the See-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare.

“(f) The term ‘Commissioner’ means the
Commissioner of Education.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.
mThe Senate amendment was concurred

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
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Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to submit for the REcorp
at this point a complete explanation of
the amendments to the bill itself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. DENT, Mr. Speaker, this bill has
a rather dramatic history to date. For
years, we have been trying to pass legis-
lation of this nature; legislation so vital
and necessary to the student pursuing
his field of endeavor in a postsecondary
vocational school. Only this year was
favorable action taken, and that action
was indeed favorable. Extensive hear-
ings and investigations were made into
the area again this year, and H.R. 7743
came before the House on June 21, 1965.
The vote was a resounding and positive,
300 to 0. On September 28, the Senate
passed the bill, with an amendment, by
unanimous vote. The question now is:
Will the House accept the Senate amend-
ment?

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge the House
to do so. I have cleared this with the
ranking minority member of the subcom-
mittee that originally considered the bill,
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Magr-
TiN], and he has approved the Senate
amendment. All are in accord that the
bill as amended by the Senate, meets the
same objectives and intentions the House
ratified on June 21. Let me explain the
basic difference between the two versions.

It must first be understood that the
Senate amendment provides only the
same benefits as those afforded college
and university students in the pending
higher education bill. The House bill
provided a system of loan insurance and
a supplementary system of direct loans
to students in business, trade, technical,
and other vocational schools. The Sen-
ate amendment provides the same basic
arrangement, modified, however, to con-
form to opportunities available to college
or university students.

Specifically, the differences are as fol-
lows:

First. Section 3 of the Senate amend-
ment provides advances for reserve funds
of State and nonprofit private loan in-
surance programs. Subsection (a) of
this section authorizes the Commissioner
to make repayable advances to any State
with which he has made his agreement
pursuant to section 9(b), for the pur-
pose of helping to establish or strengthen
the reserve fund of the student loan pro-
gram covered by that agreement. If a
State will not have a vocational stu-
dent loan insurance program covered by
the agreement under section 9(b)—as
determined for each of the fiscal years
1966, 1967, and 1968—then for any such
year advances could be made to one or
more nonprofit private programs to cover
students in that State. Advances could
be made to both State and private funds
if necessary in order to assure that stu-
dents at every eligible institution have
access through such institution to a stu-
dent loan insurance program. Advances
and repayments under this subsection
will be upon terms and conditions pre-
scribed by the Commissioner. The
$1,875,000 authorized for advances to
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State and nonprofit private programs
under subsection (a) is to be allocated
among the population aged 18 to 22 in-
clusive, but with no State receiving less
than $10,000. The House bill had no
such provision.

Second. Section 4 of the Senate
amendment prohibits the Commissioner
from issuing insurance certificates to
lenders in a State when he determines
that every eligible institution has rea-
sonable access in that State to either a
State or private nonprofit program cov-
ered by an agreement under section 9(b).
The House bill had no such provision.

Third. The Senate amendment pro-
vides for a 3-year program of loan in-
surance, whereas the House bill estab-
lished a program without limitations on
duration. The Senate amendment also
limits the amount of insured loans made
to a student to $1,000 in any academic
year, or $2,000 in total. The House hill
provided $1,500 per year, and $3,000 in
total.

Fourth. The Senate amendment con-
tains a section providing Federal pay-
ment to reduce student interest costs.

This section directs the Commissioner
to make payments to holders of insured
student loans to reduce student interest
costs., A student whose adjusted family
income is less than $15,000, and who has
received a loan insured under this act or
under a State or nonprofit private pro-
gram and meets its standards, will be en-
titled to have paid on his behalf to the
holder of the loan, over a period of the
loan, a portion of the interest on the
loan. In order to entitle the student
borrowers to the benefit of the interest
subsidy with respect to loans insured by
any State or private nonprofit private
program, such program must, after June
30, 1967, have an agreement meeting all
the requirements provided in section
9(c) concerning the terms of the loan
insurance programs. During the transi-
tional period prior to July 1, 1967, such
program must only meet the standards
limiting the interest rate to no higher
than 6 percent yearly on the unpaid
principal balance of the loan and the
provision that repayment of the insured
loans shall not be required to begin
earlier than 60 days after the student
ceases to pursue his course of study at an
eligible institution. Adjusted family in-
come will be determined under regula-
tions of the Commissioner which will take
into account appropriate factors such as
family size.

The payment a student is entitled to
have made on his behalf under this sec-
tion will, during the period which
precedes the repayment period of the
loan, be equal to the total amount of the
interest which acecrued prior to the be-
ginning of the repayment period to the
beginning of the repayment period, and
will, during the repayment period, be
equal to 3 per annum of the unpaid,
principal amount of the loan. However,
the payment may not exceed, for any
period, the amount of the interest,
which—but for such payment—would be
actually payable by the student, taking
into consideration interest payments on
his behalf for that period under any
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State or private loan insurance program.
The holder of an insured loan will have
contractual right, as against the United
States, to be paid by the Commissioner
the portion of interest which has been
determined under this section. The
Commissioner will preseribe the manner
of payment and the form of certain re-
iaorts to be made by the holder of the
oan.

Subsection (b) of this section sets
forth the conditions under which stu-
dents whose loans are insured under
State or private programs will receive
payments to reduce their interest costs
under this section. Any State or any
nonprofit private institution or organiza-
tion which has a student loan insurance
program may enter into an agreement
with the Commissioner to permit stu-
dents who receive loans which are in-
sured under its program to have made
on their behalf payments under subsec-
tion (a), if the Commissioner deter-
mined that the insurance program—

(A) Authorizes the insurance of up to
$1,000 in loans per student per academic
year;

(B) Authorizes the insurance of loans
to any individual student for at least 2
academic years of study;

(C) Provides that (i) the student bor=
rower may accelerate without penalty
the whole or any part of an insured
loan, (ii) the period of any insured loan
may not exceed 9 years from the date of
execution of the note evidencing the
loan, and (iii) the note contain certain
default provisions preseribed by the
Commissioner’s regulations;

(D) Subject to the preceding subpara-
graph, provides that, if a student’s in=
sured loans held by any one person ex-
ceed $1,000, then repayment of such
loans will be in installments over a period
of not less than 3 years nor more than 6
years beginning between 9 months and 1
year after the student ceases to pursue a
full-time course of study at an eligible
institution—except that if the program
provides for the insurance of loans for
part-time study at eligible institutions,
the repayment period will begin between
9 months and 1 year after the student
ceases to carry at least one-half the nor-
mal full-time academic workload;

(E) Limits interest—exclusive of the
insurance premium—to 6 percent per
annum on the unpaid principal balance
of the loan;

(F) Insures at least 90 percent of the
unpaid prinecipal of loans insured under
the program;

(G) Does not provide for collection of
an excessive insurance premium;

(H) Provides that the benefits of the
loan insurance program will not be de-
nied any student because of his family
income or lack of need, if his adjusted
family income is less that $15,000;

(I) Provides that a sfudent may ob-
tain insurance under the program for a
loan for any year of study at an eligible
institution; and

(J) Provides, in case of a State pro-
gram, that the program will be adminis-
tered by a single State agency, or by one
or more nonprofit private institutions or
organizations under supervision of such
an agency—
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Agreements under this subsection will
require reports and have certain other
provisions necessary to carry out this act.

Fifth. The Senate amendment, in sec-
tion 15 requires the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welware to establish in
the Office of Education, an Advisory
Council on Insured Loans to Vocational
Students. The Council would consist of
the Commissioner, who would be Chair-
man, and eight members, including per-
sons representing State and private non-
profit loan insurance programs, financial
and credit institutions, and eligible in-
stitutions. The Council would advise
the Commissioner in the preparation of
general regulations, and with respect to
policy matters arising in the administra-
tion of this act.

Sixth. Finally, the Senate amendment
adds an eligibility for Federal credif
unions to use up to 5 percent of their
assets for making to their members stu-
dent loans insured under this act or un-
der certain State or private loan insur-
ance programs.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge the House
to accept the Senate amendment so as to
get this program in the administration
stage. Thousands of business, trade,
technical, and other vocational school
students anxiously await this vital pro-
gram of assistance. Thousands more of
potential students likewise await the de-
cision of this body. This is no “hand-

out” program of giveaway; it is a pro-
gram of assistance to a category of stu-
dent often denied, neglected, and for-
gotten—but a category of students every
bit as precious to America as the college
or university student. Let us here and
now end this era of neglect and accept
the Senate amendment. Let us here and
now affirm our confidence in these stu-
dents and provide them with equal ed-
ucational opportunity. We need them
and they need the National Vocational
Student Loan Insurance Act of 1965.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks in the REcorp on
the bill HR. 11420.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

RESOLUTION DISMISSING THE
ELECTION CONTEST IN THE
THIRD CONGRESSIONAL DIS-
TRICT OF THE STATE OF IOWA

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported the
following privileged report (H. Res. 602,
Rept. No. 1127) which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count.
Evidently a quorum is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.
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The Clerk called the roll and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 358]

Anderson, I1l. Gubser Powell
Andrews, Hagan, Ga. Reinecke

George W. Hardy Resnick
Arends Hays Rivers, 8.C.
Ayres Hébert Saylor
Bates Holifleld Senner
Bolling Holland Smith, Calif.
Bonner Hosmer Smith, N.Y.
Brock Joelson Steed
Byrnes, Wis. Johnson, Okla. Stephens
Cabell EKeogh Thomas
Celler Lennon Thompson, Tex.
Clawson, Del  Lindsay Toll
Cunningham Long, La. Tuck
Dawson McDowell Utt
Dulski Martin, Ala. Vanik
Duncan, Oreg. Martin, Mass. White, Idaho
Evans, Colo. Moore Whitten
Fino Murray Willlams
Flood O'Hara, Ill. Wyatt
Fraser Pepper

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). On this rolleall, 369 Members
have answered to their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

AUTOMOTIVE PRODUCTS TRADE
ACT OF 1965

Mr. MILLS, Mr. Speaker, I call up the
conference report on the bill (H.R. 9042)
to provide for the implementation of the
Agreement Concerning Automotive Prod-
ucts Between the Government of the
United States of America and the Gov-
ernment of Canada, and for other pur-
poses, and ask unanimous consent that
the statement of the managers on the
part of the House be read in lieu of the
report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. M1LLs]?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConrFErRENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 1115)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
9042) to provide for the implementation of
the Agreement Concerning Automotive Prod-
ucts Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
Canada, and for other purposes, having met
after full and free conference, have agreed
to recommend and do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate
numbered 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, and 12, and
agree fo the same,

Amendment numbered 1: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree
to the same with amendments, as follows:
Restore the matter proposed to be stricken
out by the Senate amendment, omit the
matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate
amendment, and on page 5 of the House
engrossed bill, after line 21, insert the fol-
lowing:

“*(e) This section shall cease to be in ef-
fect on the day after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 2: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
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In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment insert the
following:

“SPECIAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS

“Sec. 205. (a) No later than August 31,
1968, the President shall submit to the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives a spe-
cial report on the comprehensive review
called for by Article IV (c) of the Agreement.
In such report he shall advise the Congress
of the progress made toward the achievement
of the objectives of Article I of the Agree-
ment.

“{b) Whenever the President finds that any
manufacturer has entered into any under-
taking, by reason of governmental action, to
increase the Canadian value added of auto-
mobiles, buses, specified commercial vehi-
cles, or original equipment parts produced by
such manufacturer in Canada after August
31, 1968, he shall report such finding to the
Senate and the House of Representatives.
The President shall also report whether such
undertaking s additional to undertakings
agreed to in letters of undertaking sub-
mitted by such manufacturer before the date
of the enactment of this Act.

“(e) The reports provided for in subsec-
tlons (a) and (b) of this section shall in-
‘clude recommendations for such further
steps, including legislative action, if any, as
may be necessary for the achlevement of the
purposes of the Agreement and this Act.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 10: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
On page 7, line 4, of the Senate engrossed
amendments, after *“specifically shall in-
clude” insert the following: “, to the extent
practicable,”; and the Senate agree to the
same.

W. D. M1Lus,
CeciL R. KING,
HaLE Boges,
EUGENE J. KEOGH,
JorN W. BYRNES,
TraoMAS B. CURTIS,
James Utr,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Harry F. BYaeD,

RusseLL B. Long,

GEORGE SMATHERS,

JorN J. WILLIAMS,

FraNK CARLSON,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 9042) to provide for
the implementation of the Agreement Con-
cerning Automotive Products Between the
Government of the United States of America
and the Government of Canada, and for
other purposes, submit the following state-
ment in explanation of the effect of the ac-
tlon agreed upon by the conferees and rec-
ommended in the accompanying conference
report:

Amendment No., 1: Section 202(a) of the
bill as passed by the House authorized the
President to proclaim modifications of the
Tariff Schedules required to carry out an
agreement with a foreign government pro-
viding for the mutual elimination of the
duties applicable to products of the United
States and such foreign country which are
motor vehicles and fabricated components
intended for use as original equipment in the
manufacture of such vehicles.

Section 202(b) authorized the President
to proclaim modifications of the Tariff Sched-
ules required to carry out a further agree-
ment, with a foreign country having an
agreement applicable to products described
in sectlion 202(a), providing for the mutual
reduction or elimination of the duties appli-
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cable to automotive products other than
motor vehicles and fabricated components
intended for original use as original equip-
ment in the manufacture of such vehicles.

Section 202(c) provided that, before the
President enters into an agreement referred
to in section 202 (a) or (b), he shall—

(1) Seek the advice of the Tarif Com-
mission as to the probable economic effect of
the reduction or elimination of duties on
industries producing articles like or directly
competitive with those which may be covered
by such agreement;

(2) Give reasonable public notice of his
intention to mnegotiate such agreement
(which notice shall be published in the
Federal Register) In order that any in-
terested person may have an opportunity to
present his views to such agency as the Pres-
ident shall designate, under such rules and
regulations as the President may prescribe;
and

(8) Seek information and advice with re-
spect to such agreement from the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Labor, State, and the
Treasury, and from such other sources as
he may deem appropriate.

Section 202(d) (2) of the bill as passed by
the House authorized the President to issue
any proclamation referred to in section 202
(a) or (b) only after the expiration of the
60-day period following its delivery to Con-
gress and only if, between the date of delivery
and the expiration of the 60-day period, the
Congress has not adopted a concurrent res-
olution stating in substance that the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives disapprove
of the agreement.

Senate amendment No. 1 struck out sec-
tion 202(d) (2) of the bill and substituted a
provision authorizing the President to issue
any proclamation referred to in section 202
(a) or (b) only if the Congress has adopted
a concurrent resolution stating in substance
that the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives approve the implementation of
the agreement.

Under the conference agreement, the
House language is restored, the Senate lan-

is omitted, and new language is in-
serted providing that section 202 of the bill
shall cease to be in effect on the day after
the date of the enactment of the bill.

In reaching agreement with respect to
amendment No. 1, the managers both on the
part of the House and on the part of the
Senate expressed the hope that should the
President, under his constitutional authority,
enter into the negotiation of any agreement
relating to automotive products (whether
motor vehicles, parts intended for use as
original equipment, or replacement parts)
the President will prior thereto—

(1) Seek the advice of the Tariff Commis-
glon as to the probable economic effect of
the reduction or elimination of dutles on
industries producing articles like or directly
competitive with those which may be covered
by such an agreement,

(2) Give reasonable public notice of his
intention to negotiate such an agreement
(and publish notice thereof in the Federal
Register) in order that interested persons
may have an opportunity to present their
views to such agency as the President may
designate for that purpose, and

(3) Seek information and advice with
respect to such an agreement from the ap-
propriate departments and agencies of the
Government, and from such other sources as
he may deem appropriate.

It is understood, of course, that any exec-
utive agreement that the President may
enter into under his constitutional authority
can, insofar as any changes in U.S. tariff
treatment are concerned, be implemented
only by congressional action.

Amendment No, 2. This amendment added
a new section 205 to the bill to provide that,
under specified circumstances, the President
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is to cause an investigation to be made to
determine whether any manufacturer has
undertaken, by reason of govermental action
to increase the Canadian value added of
automobiles, buses, specified commercial
vehicles, or original equipment parts pro-
duced by such manufacturer in Canada after
August 31, 1868. If, as a result of such an
investigation, the Presldent determines
{after applying subsection (c) of the new
section) that any manufacturer has under-
taken, by reason of governmental action, to
increase such Canadian value added, he is
to suspend the proclamations issued by him
pursuant to section 201 of this act. The
amendment also provides for the termina-
tion of any such suspension,

The House recedes with an amendment.
Under the conference agreement a new sec-
tion 205, relating to special reports to Con-
gress, is added to the bill.

Such section 205 provides that, no later
than August 31, 1968, the President is to
submit to the Congress a special report on
the comprehensive review called for by Ar-
ticle IV(c) of the Agreement.

The new section 2056 also provides that
whenever the President finds that any man-
ufacturer has entered into any undertaking,
by reason of governmental action, to in-
crease the Canadian value added of auto-
mobiles, buses, specified commercial vehicles,
or original equipment parts produced by
such manufacturer in Canada after August
31, 1968, he shall report such finding to the
Senate and the House of Representatives.
The President is also to report whether such
undertaking is additional to undertakings
agreed to In letters of undertaking sub-
mitted by such manufacturer before the
date of the enactment of this legislation.

The reports provided for in the new sec-
tion 205 are to include recommendations for
such further steps, including legislative ac-
tion, if any, as may be necessary for the
achievement of the purposes of the Agree-
ment and the Act.

Amendments Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9:
These amendments make technical amend-
ments to title IV of the bill to conform tariff
designations of articles entitled to duty-free
entry to changes in the Tariff Schedules of
the United States made by the Technical
Amendments Act of 19656. The House recedes.

Amendment No. 10: Section 502 of the bill
as passed both by the House and the Senate
requires the President to submit to the Con-
gress an annual report on the implementa-
tion of the bill and required the report to
“include information regarding new negotia-
tions, reductions or eliminations of duties,
reciproecal concessions obtained, and other in-
formation relating to activities under the
Act.,” Senate amendment No. 10 requires
in addition that the annual report include
information providing an evaluation of the
Canadian Auto Agreement and the Act in
relation to the total national interest and
specifically to Include information with re-
spect to—

(1) The production of motor vehicles and
motor vehicle parts in the United States
and Canada,

(2) The retail prices of motor vehicles and
motor vehicle parts in the United States and
Canada,

(3) Employment in the motor vehicle in-
dustry and motor vehicle parts industry in
the United States and Canada, and

(4) United States and Canadian trade in
motor vehicles and motor vehicle parts, par-
ticularly trade between the United States
and Canada.

The House recedes with a technieal amend-
ment. With respect to the language quoted
above from the second sentence of section
502 of the bill, it should be noted that the
effect of such language (insofar as it relates
to sectlon 202 of the bill) is modified by the
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conference action on Senate amendment
No. 1.
Amendment No. 11: This amendment adds
a new section 503 to the bill which provides
that nothing contained in the bill shall be
construed to affect or modify the provisions
of the Anti-Dumping Act, 1921, or of the
antitrust laws of the United States. The
House recedes.
Amendment No. 12: This amendment adds

a new title VI to the bill. The new title
eliminates the $10,000 ceiling on appropria-
tions for the Joint Committee on Reduction
of Nonessential Federal Expenditures. Un-
der the amendment there are authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the purposes for which the
joint committee was created. The House
recedes.

W. D. MrLLs,

CeciL R. KNG,

HaLE BoGaes,

EuceNE J. KEOGH,

JoHN W. BYRNES,

THoMAS B, CURTIS,

James UTT,

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. MILLS (during the reading of the
statement). Mr. Speaker, in view of the
fact that the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. CurTis] and I will take some time
to explain what transpired in the con-
ference and to explain what is in the
conference report, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House be considered
asread.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. MinLsl.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to proceed out of the regu-
lar order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, there has
just this minute come over the ticker
an announcement about our President.
He has conversed with the physicians.
He is out of the recovery room and has
returned to his own suite. He has com-
pletely reacted from the anesthetic. The
briefing at 12:15 p.m. was that the sur-
gery was complete as expected and that
the recovery is progressing nicely and the
prognosis is excellent. The single or
fundal galistone was found as prediag-
nosed and removed along with the gall-
bladder—a bile concentrating reservoir
as an offshoot of the vital common bile
duct which runs from the liver to the
first portion of the small bowel beyond
the stomach. Fortunately the common
bile duct was not involved. However, as
a most important double feature, a
known stone lodged in the narrow
ureter—passage from the right kidney to
the urinary bladder—was also removed.
Although this may well be considered a
complication or at best an additional risk,
it is an extra dividend to complete both
operations with one inecision and one
anesthetic.
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I know that my colleagues in the House
join me in being delighted at the out-
come of this operation on and for our
Chief Executive, and certainly we all
join in prayers that his recovery will con-
tinue speedily, and completely.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure all of us are
pleased at the report that our distin-
guished friend, the gentleman from Mis-
souri, has just given us concerning the
President’s recovery from the operation.

All of us hope for his speedy con-
valescence and speedy return to the ar-
duous duties that go with the high office
he holds.

Mr. Speaker, the other body added five
substantive amendments to the bill, H.R.
9042, during the consideration of it either
in the Finance Committee or on the floor
of the Senate.

The effects of two of these amendments
which our conferees considered to be un-
desirable, and I think that was the feel-
ing of most of us, were changed by
amendments which are reflected in the
conference report.

In the case of another substantive
amendment, your conferees succeeded in
obtaining the Senate conferees’ agree-
ment to an amendment which we think
improves their own amendment.

Of the other two substantive amend-
ments as to which our conferees recom-
mend acceptance, one merely states ex-
plicitly what we thought was already
implicit in the bill itself as it passed the
House.

The other had no relation whatsoever
to the Canadian-United States automo-
tive products agreement. But because of
the nature of the amendment and the
situation in the conference, your con-
ferees accepted it. I will discuss that
in a moment.

The first of the Senate amendments
dealt with section 202 of the bill as it
passed the House. This concerned the
matter of additional agreements involv-
ing automotive products including agree-
ments covering replacement parts and
Members will remember that we dis-
cussed in connection with the passage
of the bill itself that the President might
enter into agreements with Canada or
with any other foreign nation.

As the bill passed the House, section
202 prescribed certain prenegotiation
procedures and authorized the President
to implement any such additional agree-
ment after 60 days following his delivery
of the agreement to both Houses unless
Congress within that 60-day period
adopts a concurrent resolution disap-
proving the agreement.

The Senate amendment took a dia-
metrically opposed approach. Under
that amendment the President would
have had no authority to implement an
additional agreement unless Congress
adopted a concurrent resolution approv-
ing the implementation of the agreement.

The committee on conference agreed
that the House would recede from its dis-
agreement to this particular amendment
and agree to the same with an amend-
ment which restored the pertinent House
language of the 60-day period within
which Congress could veto. But then
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we added a subsection (e) providing that
the whole of section 202 of the bill would
cease to be in effect after the date of the
enactment of the bill.

In reaching agreement with respect to
Senate Amendment No. 1, the managers,
both on the part of the House and on the
part of the Senate, recognized that, not-
withstanding what is in effect the elim-
ination of section 202 of the bill, the
President could, under his constitutional
authority, enter into agreements of the
character contemplated by section 202,
and then seek authority for their imple-
mentation by congressional action. The
managers on the part of both Houses ex-
pressed the hope that if the latter course
were to be followed, the executive branch
would, prior to the negotiation of any
such additional agreement, follow pre-
negotiation procedures such as those set
forth in section 202(c) of the bill.

Frankly, I thought that that was a
better solution than to take the approach
of the Senate. The Senate felt it could
not revert to the approach of the House.

Mr. Speaker, the second amendment of
the Senate added a new section 205 to the
bill that I feel—and most of the Mem-
bers, if not all, of the conferees on the
part of the House—felt that this amend-
ment would leave us in a most untenable
position with respect to the definiteness
of rates of duty involving automobiles
and parts for new cars if we left it in.

Senate Amendment No. 2 added a new
section 205 to the bill that provided for
suspension by the President under cer-
tain circumstances of the duty-removal
proclamation made under section 201 of
the bill whenever he finds that any manu-
facturer has undertaken, by reason of
governmental action, to increase the
Canadian-value-added after August 31,
1968, of motor vehicles and original-
equipment parts produced by such manu-
facturer in Canada. It will be recalled,
Mr. Speaker, that Canadian subsidiaries
of United States automobile manufac-
turers undertook in certain letters to the
Canadian Government to increase the
Canadian-value-added of their Canadian
production by 60 percent of their in-
creased sales after 1964 plus $241 million
additional to be achieved by the end of
model year 1968.

Under the conference agreement your
conferees recommend that the House re-
cede with an amendment substituting a
new section 205 for that proposed by
the Senate, under which the President
would report to the Congress whenever
he finds that any manufacturer has en-
tered into any new or additional under-
taking, by reason of governmental ac-
tion, for increasing the Canadian-value-
added of motor vehicles and original-
equipment parts produced by such man-
ufacturer in Canada after August 31,
1968. The substitute version of section
205 also requires a special report by the
President to the Senate and the House
on the comprehensive review of the prog-
ress made toward achieving the objec-
tives of the agreement which is called
for by article IV(c) of the agreement.
Furthermore, reports under this section
are to include recommendations for such
further steps, including legislative ac-
tion, as may be necessary for the achieve-
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ment of the purposes of the agreement
and the act.

Senate amendments Nos. 3 to 9 inclu-
sive, are purely technical amendments
required to conform the bill to changes
in the Tariff Schedules of the United
States recently made by Congress in
H.R.7969—the Tariff Schedules Techni-
cal Amendments Act of 1965. With re-
spect to these amendments, your con-
ferees recommend that the House re-
cede.

Senate amendment No. 10 amends sec-
tion 502 of the bill. Section 502 requires
an annual report from the President on
the implementation of the act and
specifies certain information to be in-
cluded in the report. The Senate amend-
ment added additional items of informa-
tion which the President is to include in
these reports and your conferees agreed
to recommend that the House recede with
respect to Senate amendment No. 10 with
an amendment that certain of the infor-
mation specifically called for by the Sen-
ate amendment shall be included in the
reports only to the extent practicable.

Senate amendment No. 11 adds a new
section 503 to the bill providing that
nothing contained in the bill shall be
construed to affect or modify the pro-
visions of the Antidumping Act, 1921 or
of the antitrust laws of the United States.
Your conferees consider that this was
implicit in the House version of the bill
and recommends that the House recede
with respect to this amendment.

Senate amendment No. 12 adds a new
title VI to the bill which has no relation-
ship to the subject matter of the bill as
passed by the House. The amendment
eliminates the $10,000 ceiling on appro-
priations for the Joint Committee on
Reduction of Nonessential Federal Ex-
penditures and authorizes the appropri-
ation of such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the purposes for which the
joint committee was created. Your con-
ferees recommend that the House recede
with respect to this amendment.

Your committee recommends that the
conference report be accepted by the
House. I believe it is the best your man-
agers could have obtained in this confer-
ence. Certainly I would suggest that it
merits your endorsement and approval.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CurTIisl.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Arkansas.

Again I am happy to confirm what the
gentleman has explained as the contents
of this conference report. In my judg-
ment, it is a considerable improvement
over the bill as originally passed.

I believe those who were opposed to the
bill when it appeared in the House can
take some satisfaction from the fact that
there has been an improvement.

To recapitulate, I would say that essen-
tially what has happened is that the
President entered into this agreement
with the Canadian Government and then
had to come to the Congress in order to
implement it.

My own judgment was that this was a
very poor agreement, that created con-
siderable difficulties in our international
trade negotiations going on at Geneva
in the Kennedy round; that some of the



October 8, 1965

basic principles which the United States
had been adhering to in our trade policy
were being neglected, to put it mildly;
that we were confronted almost with a
fait accompli; that the relations of our
Government and our society with our
friends across the border in Canada were
most important to us; and that probably
the damage by not approving or trying
to implement what the President had
done would have been greater. Accord-
ingly, I supported the bill when it came
on the floor, at the same time in effect
making a speech against it, pointing out
some of the dangers.

This was done with a reason, in the
hope that by expressing this point of view
there would be a warning with respect to
future actions of this nature, so that we
would not be confronted with these kinds
of things in the future.

Certainly, during the hearings of the
Ways and Means Committee, when we
made public the agreements which had
been entered into by the Canadian Gov-
ernment with the four automobile com-
panies, a much better atmosphere was
created. After the debate on the floor
of the House, this again was put in a
better light. There was a very healthy
debate on the floor of the other body.

Members will notice that most of the
Senate amendments which have been ac-
cepted by your conferees are further di-
rected toward making public that which
is going on under the agreement.

With the further development of the
Canadian-American auto treaty, the
President will be reporting these devel-
opments. Thus we will be informed. If
future agreements of this nature are en-
tered into—and there is a reason why
they should be, in order to follow our
commitments under the most-favored-
nation clause—the President will be re-
quired to notify the Congress, so that we
will be aware of it. In turn, since we are
the Representatives of the people, the
people of the country and the various in-
terests in our country will be aware of
these agreements before they become
a fait accompli and we are put in the
somewhat embarrassing position of hav-
ing to go along rather than to create an
embarrassment with a friendly nation.

So I think there is considerable im-
provement in the bill. This exercise has
not been in vain. I am hopeful that the
administration will be more careful in
the manner in which these international
agreements are entered into and that
the Congress will be brought in, as we
must be. We have to implement these
agreements, and we will be brought in at
an early stage so that we will be able to
express our judgments on them.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr. CURTIS. One final thing before
I yield for questions. This is a minor
point, but I want to emphasize it again.
Amendment No. 12 has no place in this
conference report. It is a matter that
does not involve taxes, so even though
it is a nongermane amendment added by
our friends in the Senate, it does not
violate the Constitution. It is some-
thing that obviously we would have
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agreed to, I am certain, if it had come
under its own power. I do hope in the
future we will not have these bills, which
are complicated enough, containing such
extraneous matter. These resolutions
for financing should be given to the
Joint Committee on Reduection of Non-
essential Federal Expenditures and
should come through on their own bot-
tom. I only point this out so that we
possibly will not have it occur in the
future.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. Iyield to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. MONAGAN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I think the point you
are making is a very valid and legitimate
one. I was one of those who did not
support this legislation when it passed
the House because of the concern that
some of the parts producers felt about
the effect this would have on them in
the increased rate of production in Can-
ada. I was interested in what the gentle-
man said about improvement. I was
looking at page 4 of the report which
does mention the fact, and of course,
this applies only to future negotiations.

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct. How-
ever, let me call the attention of the
gentleman to the fact that the present
bill is improved because of the report-
ing process required on an annual basis
with details of the working of the agree-
ment so that if our parts companies are
affected, at least Congress will have that
knowledge. And we may take action
based on this knowledge.

Mr. MONAGAN. Does this do any
more than as the report says: The Sen-
ate expressed the hope that the Presi-
dent would seek the advice and give rea-
sonable notice and seek information.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. Yes. I yield to the
chairman of the committee.

Mr. MILLS. I think what my friend is
referring to is the expressed hope of the
conferees even though we are taking out,
by a termination date at least, section
202, with respect to any future agree-
ments the President may contemplate
or enter into, he will follow the proce-
dures we outline on page 4 of the con-
ference report.

Mr. CURTIS. Could I also add this:
We were faced with a very difficult sit-
uation in the conference in which the
House had proceeded on one theory of
trying to implement this and the Sen-
ate on another theory. There was no
basis on which we could effect, within
the four corners of the conference, com-
promise language. We were seeking for
it and would like to have had it, but
we could not do it. That is the reason
why we followed this course, but I think
by doing it we are accomplishing what
both the House and the Senate had in
mind; namely, that the President on
future agreements of this nature would
have this consultation ahead of time. I
am satisfied that the executive branch
of the Government will probably pay at-
tention to it. I am glad that there were
Members here who opposed this origi-
nally, just as in the Senate, represent-
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ing the proper interests in their dis-
tricts. If you all had not spoken up,
then who would have? I was in the
position of trying to represent the House
in the nature of being a member of the
committee taking the overall look at the
bill, but it was a healthy thing that there
were voices that spoke up, I will say to
the gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. McCLORY. I wanted to ask the
gentleman from Arkansas two questions,
if I might, about the conference com-
mittee report. If the gentleman will re-
call, I was particularly interested in the
subject of replacement parts for auto-
mobiles.

The first question I wanted to ask is
whether or not the gentleman thought
that negotiating with respect to replace-
ment parts was facilitated or made more
difficult as a result of the new language
which will be in the bill under the con-
ference report.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. MILLS. Let us be certain that we
understand exactly what is involved
here in this point. Remember that we
were not authorizing the President to
enter into an agreement. The President
has that authority under the Constitu-
tion. He has to come back to the Con-
gress if it is an agreement or to the
Senate if it is a treaty. He has that
power.

What we were doing in section 202 was
spelling out the conditions for the exer-
cise of authority granted him that he did
not otherwise have, that is, to proclaim
changes in tariff treatment of automotive
products. That section, 202, is out by
the termination date. The whole of it
is out.

What we were trying to do in the re-
port was to emphasize our thought that
he should, before entering into negotia-
tions for a new agreement, follow the
prenegotiation procedures that we had in
section 202 initially. We were trying
to retain it here as a suggestion from the
conferees by ineluding it in the report.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, if I might
clarify this for just a moment. This is
the basic question. Why does the Presi-
dent have to come to the Congress to im-
plement this treaty, and also the Inter-
national Coffee Agreement and others?
It is because tariff laws are involved, and,
of course, it is in the purview of the
Congress and the House of Representa-
tives to initiate such measures. That is
why the Executive really does have to
come here,

‘We could have given him less author-
ity relating to the tariff schedules, but we
do not have that authority as far as
treaties are concerned.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. CURTIS. 1Iyield.

Mr. McCLORY. Iwould judge thatwe
are in about the same position with re-
spect to replacement parts now as we
were before. There is going to have to
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be something negotiated and if it is ne-
gotiated it is going to have to come to the
Congress.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. CURTIS. 1 yield.

Mr, MILLS. The gentleman from Il-
linois is correct. But bear in mind that
under the Senate amendment to the bill
the situation is approximately the same
now under the conference agreement as
it would have been had we accepted the
Senate amendment, because affirmative
action of the Congress would have been
required.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, I wanted
to ask another question with regard to
the Antidumping Act. Do I understand
as a result of this escapement—are we
recognizing that if automobiles, finished
automobiles, or automobile parts intend-
ed for new equipment are manufactured
and sold in Canada that they cannot be
sold in Canada at a higher price than
they are sold for in the United States?
The reason I ask that question is that I
feel that the sale in the United States
would be a violation of the act. I also
happen to know—at least I have heard—
that some sales have been made of ve-
hicles at a higher price in Canada and
lower in the United States, which has
caused considerable resentment in
Canada.

As I see it, the objective of this agree-
ment—and I assume that it does have a
valid objective—is to promote good rela-
tions between the United States and
Canada, greater trade and better under-
standing. But we would not want a vio-
lation of the antidumping law or the
differential in price which would create
ill feeling between the two countries.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, let me
say to the gentleman, that to attempt
to oversimplify the Antidumping Act is
a great danger. If, as the gentleman
says, transactions are effected that vio-
late the Antidumping Act then, of
course, nothing in this act affects or
closes the antidumping procedures, the
rights that exist under antidumping leg-
islation.

But I do warn the gentleman that
there is a great deal more to the tech-
nicalities in the antidumping legislation
than just a differential in price, and
there may or may not be a case under
the antidumping law. But, the rights
are not impaired whatsoever as a result
of this action.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield tothe gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr, MILLS. What my friend from
Missouri I think is saying, if I recall cor-
rectly his statement, is that merely a
differential in price is not all it takes.
If the differential in price between home
and abroad results in injury to indus-
tries in the United States, then the anti-
dumping law applies to the situation just
as it would apply to any other situation.

Mr. CURTIS. Plus the fact that there
can be legitimate differentials in prices
%ind then we get into further complica-

ons.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). The time of the gentleman from
Missouri has again expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. STALBAUM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. Iyield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. STALBAUM. The gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CurTis] commented
that the present section is the result of a
fait accompli. Am I correct in my inter-
pretation of the conference report that
in the future, excepting the fact that we
have got this fait accompli at this time,
these matters will become more public
sooner? I refer particularly to page 4
and the items relating to the actions of
the President and suggestions to him
that he seek advice, give public notice,
and obtain information from other
sources. Am I right in this assumption
that this is specifically to avoid getting
so far into the thing as has happened
this time?

Mr. CURTIS. Exactly; but I must
warn the gentleman that because of
technical problems which we had in con-
ference we are not saying, “No, this is
no longer true.”

Mr., STALBAUM. I do not think it
goes that far, because we only express
a hope in the paragraph or a request or
desire of the congressional intent. This
is what I am trying to strengthen right
here.

Mr. CURTIS. It is a little more than
that.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. As my friend from Wis-
consin knows, we have to be very par-
ticular in what we do when we are in-
volved with the constitutional authority
of the President of the United States.
This was the most we could do under the
circumstances, if we were not to have
section 202 in effect. This was in lieu of
section 202's elimination.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. Iyield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Section 205—the new
section 205—contains an unusual phrase.
At least, it is unusual to me, “to increase
the Canadian-value-added of automo-
biles.”

What does this mean?
volve their cost of parts?

Mr. CURTIS. Well, yes, it does. The
term “value added” is a term that has
been used in tariff and in tax law for
many years. It essentially means that
we will take the raw material

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Missouri has
again expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr, Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. CURTIS. It essentialy refers to
whatever is added to the value of the raw
material in the way of labor costs and
other inputs—in order to finish the par-
ticular material. That is what “added
value” refers to.

Does this in-
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Mr. GROSS. To increase the Ca-
nadian value?

Mr. CURTIS. Well, you could take
the parts of an automobile and the cost
of putting it together, and then you
would have labor cost and the other costs
involved in assembling it, which would
then be “added value” to those parts.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield further, I am glad the lawyers un-
derstand what “to increase the Canadian
value added” means. But I would think
that “added value” would of itself sug-
gest an increase.

Mr. CURTIS. Well, it is added value
in its technical sense, and the gentleman
from Iowa is perfectly correct. But when
we get into these technical things, we
do frequently get into doubletalk and
we need the help of many laymen to keep
'1;115 from getting too far out in our seman-

cs.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield further, I have one other question
on amendment No. 12 which states that
“The new title eliminates the $10,000
ceiling on appropriations for the Joint
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential
Federal Expenditures.”

Can the gentleman give me any indi-
cation as to how much more the com-
mittee is going to ask for?

Mr. CURTIS. You mean on this non-
germane amendment?

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. Iyield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr, MILLS. I called attention to the
amendment initially when I tried to
present what we had done.

Let me call the gentleman’s attention
also to the fact that the chairman of the
Joint Committee on Nonessential Ex-
penditures is a very distinguished, stra-
tegically located, influential, powerful
Member of the Senate from the great
Commonwealth of Virginia. I know the
gentleman from Iowa will share the point
of view I have that neither of us have
to be unduly concerned about any action
on the part of the committee under his
chairmanship.

Mr. GROSS. I hope the gentleman is
correct.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BrADEMAS].

Mr. BRADEMAS. I want to make one
brief observation. It is one of the con-
cerns I expressed in debate in the House
on this legislation, that it may represent
a move on the part of the United States
in the direction of bilateralism as dis-
tinguished from multilateralism trends.

Mr. MILLS. I would join my friend
from Indiana in the expressed hope that
we not see that happen as a result of this
action. I believe in the multilateral ap-
proach and I would not want it replaced.

Mr. BRADEMAS. I thank the gentle-
man. I ran into a very distinguished
lawyer of this city the other day who
told me he had no clients involved in this
particular legislation but other clients
had admonished him to keep a close eye
on the programs under this particular
arrangement because if it went through
they would like to get in on the act.
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Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALBerT). The question is on the con-
ference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may be
permitted to extend their remarks on
the conference report just agreed to and
that I may have permission to revise and
extend the remarks I made in further
explanation of the conference report.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

ABACA

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H.R. 6852) to
authorize the disposal, without regard to
the preseribed 6-month waiting period, of
approximately 47 million pounds of
abaca from the national stockpile, with
Senate amendment thereto and concur
in the Senate amendment,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Amend the title so as to read: “An act to
authorize the disposal, without regard to
the prescribed six-month waiting period, of
approximately ninety-seven million pounds
of abaca from the national stockpile.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred
in,

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF
1965

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
9811) to maintain farm income, to sta-
bilize prices and assure adequate supplies
of agricultural commodities, to reduce
surpluses, lower Government costs and
promote foreign trade, to afford greater
economic opportunity in rural areas, and
for other purposes, and ask unanimous
consent that the statement of the mana-
gers on the part of the House be read
in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.
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The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT, No. 1123)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (HR.
9811) to maintain farm income, to stabilize
prices and assure adequate supplies of agri-
cultural commodities, to reduce surpluses,
lower Government costs and promote foreign
trade, to afford greater economic opportunity
in rural areas, and for other purposes, hav-
ing met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its dlsagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following:

“That this Act may be cited as the ‘Food
and Agriculture Act of 1965".

“TITLE I—DAIRY

“Sec. 101. The Agricultural Adjustment
Act, as reenacted and amended by the Agri-
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937,
as amended, Is further amended by striking
in subparagraph (B) of subsection 8c(5) all
of clause (d) and inserting in lieu thereof a
new clause (d) to read as follows:

“‘(d) a further adjustment, equitably to
apportion the total value of the milk pur-
chased by any handler, or by all handlers,
among producers and assoclations of pro-
ducers, on the basis of their marketings of
milk, which may be adjusted to reflect sales
of such milk by any handler or by all han-
dlers in any use classification or classifica-
tions, during a representative period of time
which need not be limited to one year. In
the event a producer holding a base allocated
under this clause (d) shall reduce his mar-
ketings, such reduction shall not adversely
affect his history of production and market-
ing for the determination of future bases.
Allocations to producers under this clause
(d) may be transferable under an order on
such terms and conditions as may be pre-
scribed 1If the Secretary of Agriculture de-
termines that transferability will be in the
best interest of the public, existing producers,
and prospective new producers. Any increase
in class one base resulting from enlarged or
increased consumption and any producer
class one bases forfeited or surrendered shall
first be made available to new producers and
to the alleviation of hardship and Inequity
among producers. In the case of any pro-
ducer who during any accounting period
delivers a portion of his milk to persons not
fully regulated by the order, provision may
be made for reducing the allocation of, or
payments to be received by, any such pro-
ducer under this clause (d) to compensate
for any marketings of milk to such other
persons for such period or periods as neces-
sary to insure equitable participation in
marketings among all producers’,
and by adding at the end of sald subpara-
graph (B) the following: ‘Notwithstanding
the provisions of section 8c¢c(12) and the
last sentence of section 8¢(19) of this Act,
order provisions under (d) above shall not
become effective in any marketing order un-
less separately approved by producers in a
referendum in which each individual pro-
ducer shall have one vote and may be ter-
minated separately whenever the Secretary
makes a determination with respect to such
provisions as is provided for the termination
of an order in subparagraph 8c(16)(B).
Disapproval or termination of such order
provisions shall not be considered disap-
proval of the order or of other terms of the
order."
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“Sec. 102, Such Act is further amended
(a) by adding to subsection 8c¢(5) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: ‘(H) Marketing or-
ders applicable to milk and its products may
be limited in application to milk used for
manufacturing.’ ; and (b) by amending sub-
section 8c¢c(18) by adding after the words
‘marketing area’ wherever they occur the
words ‘or, in the case of orders applying only
to manufacturing milk, the production area’.

“Sec. 103. The provisions of this title shall
not be effective after December 31, 1969.

“S8egc. 104, The legal status of producer
handlers of milk under the provisions of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as reen-
acted and amended by the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as
amended, shall be the same subsequent to
the adoption of the amendments made by
this title as it was prior thereto.

“TITLE II—WOOL

“Sec. 201. The National Wool Act of 19564,
as amended, is amended, as follows:

“(1) By deleting from section 708 ‘March
81, 1966’ and inserting in lieu thereof 'De-
cember 31, 1969'.

“(2) By changing the period at the end of
the third sentence of section 703 to a colon
and inserting the following: ‘Provided fur-
ther, That the support price for shorn wool
for the 1966 and each subsequent marketing
year shall be determined by multiplying 62
cents by the ratio of (i) the average of the
parlty index (the index of prices paid by
farmers, including commodities and services,
interest, taxes, and farm wage rates, as de-
fined in section 301(a) (1) (C) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended)
for the three calendar years immediately
preceding the calendar year in which such
price support is determined and announced
to (ii) the average parity index for the three
calendar years 1958, 1859, and 1960, and
rounding the resulting amount to the nearest
full cent.’

“(3) By deleting the fourth sentence of
section 703.

“TTTLE III—FEED GRAINS

“Sec, 301. Section 105 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by add-
ing the following new subsection (e):

“*(e) For the 1966 through 1969 crops
of feed grains, the Secretary shall require, as
a condition of eligibility for price support
on the crop of any feed grain which is
included in any acreage diversion program
formulated under section 16(i) of the Soil
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act,
as amended, that the producer shall partiei-
pate in the diversion program to the extent
prescribed by the Secretary, and, if no di-
version program is in effect for any crop, he
may require as a condition of eligibility for
price support on such crop of feed grains
that the producer shall not exceed his feed
grain base: Provided, That the acreage on
any farm which is diverted from the produc-
tion of feed grains pursuant to a contract
hereafter entered into under the Cropland
Adjustment Program shall be deemed to be
acreage diverted from the production of feed
grains for purposes of meeting the foregoing
requirements for eligibility for price support:
Provided further, That the Secretary may
provide that no producer of malting barley
shall be required as a condition of eligibil-
ity for price support for barley to participate
in the acreage diversion program for feed
grains if such producer has previously pro-
duced a malting varlety of barley, plants
barley only of an acceptable malting variety
for harvest, does not knowingly devote an
acreage on the farm to barley In excess of
110 per centum of the average acreage de-
voted on the farm to barley in 1959 and
1960, does not knowingly devote an acreage
on the farm to corn and grain sorghums in
excess of the acreage devoted on the farm
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to corn and grain sorghums in 1859 and
1960, and does not devote any acreage de-
voted to the production of oats and rye in
1950 and 1960 to the production of wheat
pursuant to the provisions of section 328
of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1962.
Such portion of the support price for any
feed grain included in the acreage diversion
program as the Secretary determines desir-
able to assure that the benefits of the price-
support and diversion programs inure pri-
marily to those producers who cooperate in
reducing their acreages of feed grains shall
be made available to producers through
payments-in-kind. Such payments-in-kind
shall be made available on the maximum
permitted acreage, or the Secretary may make
the same total amount available on a smaller
acreage or acreages at a higher rate or rates.
The number of bushels of such feed grain
on which such payments-in-kind shall be
made shall be determined by multiplying
that part of the actual acreage of such feed
grain planted on the farm for harvest on
which the Secretary makes such payments
available by the farm projected yield per
acre: Provided, That for purposes of such
payments, the Secretary may permit pro-
ducers of feed grains to have acreage de-
voted to soybeans considered as devoted to
the production of feed grains to such ex-
tent and subject to such terms and condi-
tions as the Secretary determines will not
impair the effective operation of the price
support program: Provided further, That for
purposes of such payments, producers on
any farm who have planted not less than 90
per centum of the acreage of feed grains
permitted to be planted shall be deemed to
have planted the entire acreage permitted.
Notwithstanding the provisions of subsec-
tion (a), that portion of the support price
which is made available through loans and
purchases for the 1966 through 1869 crops
may be reduced below the loan level for the
1965 crop by such amounts and in such
stages as may be necessary to promote in-
creased participation in the feed grain pro-
gram, taking into account increases in ylelds,
but so as not to disrupt the feed grain and
livestock economy: Provided, That this au-
thority shall not be construed to modify
or affect the Secretary's discretion to main-
taln or increase total price support levels
to cooperators. An acreage on the farm which
the Secretary finds was not planted to feed
grains because of drought, flood, or other
natural disaster shall be deemed to be an
actual acreage of feed grains planted for
harvest for purposes of such payments pro-
vided such acreage is not subsequently
planted to any other income-producing crop
during such year. The Secretary may make
not to exceed 50 per centum of any payments
hereunder to producers in advance of de-
termination of performance. Payments-in-
kind shall be made through the issuance of
negotiable certificates which the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation shall redeem for feed
grains (such feed grains to be valued by
the Secretary at not less than the current
support price made available through loans
and purchases, plus reasonable carrying
charges) in accordance with regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary and notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation shall, in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary,
assist the producer in the marketing of such
certificates. The Secretary shall provide for
the sharing of such certificates among pro-
ducers on the farm on the basis of their
respective shares in the feed grain crop pro-
duced on the farm, or the proceeds there-
from, except that in any case in which the
Secretary determines that such basis would
not be fair and equitable, the Secretary shall
provide for such sharing on such other basis
as he may determine to be fair and equitable.
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If the operator of the farm elects to partici-
pate in the acreage diversion program, price
support for feed grains included in the pro-
gram shall be made available to the producers
on such farm only if such producers divert
from the production of such feed grains, in
accordance with the provisions of such pro-
gram, an acreage on the farm equal to the
number of acres which such operator agrees
to divert, and the agreement shall so pro-
vide. In any case in which the failure of a
producer to comply fully with the terms and
conditions of the programs formulated under
this subsection (e) and subsection (d) of
this sectlon preclude the making of pay-
ments-in-kind, the Secretary may, neverthe-
less, make such payments-in-kind in such
amounts as he determines to be equitable in
relation to the seriousness of the default.

“Sec. 302, Section 16 of the Soll Conserva-
tlon and Domestic Allotment Act, as
amended, is amended by adding the follow-
ing new subsection:

“i(1) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law—

“*(1) For the 1966 through 1969 crops of
feed grains, if the Secretary determines that
the total supply of feed grains will, in the
absence of an acreage diversion program,
likely be excessive, taking into account the
need for an adequate carryover to maintain
reasonable and stable supplies and prices
of feed grains and to meet any national
emergency, he may formulate and carry out
an acreage diversion program for feed grains,
without regard to provisions which would
be applicable to the regular agricultural
conservatlon program, under which, subject
to such terms and conditions as the Secre-
tary determines, conservation payments
shall be made to producers who divert acre-
age from the production of feed grains to
an approved conservation use and increase
their average acreage of cropland devoted in
1959 and 1960 to designated soil-conserving
crops or practices including summer fallow
and idle land by an equal amount. Pay-
ments shall be made at such rate or rates
as the Secretary deftermines will provide
producers with a fair and reasonable return
for the acreage diverted, but not in excess
of 50 per centum of the estimated basic
county support rate, including the lowest
rate of payment-in-kind, on the normal pro-
duction of the acreage diverted from the
commodity on the farm based on the farm
projected yield per acre. Notwithstanding
the foregoing provisions, the Secretary may
permit all or any part of such diverted
acreage to be devoted to the production of
guar, sesame, saffliower, sunflower, castor
beans, mustard seed, crambe, plantago
ovato, and flaxseed, if he determines that
such production of the commodity is needed
to provide an adequate supply, is not likely
to increase the cost of the price support
program, and will not adversely affect farm
income subject to the condition that pay-
ment with respect to diverted acreage de-
voted to any such crop shall be at a rate
determined by the Secretary to be fair and
reasonable, taking into consideration the
use of such acreage for the production of
such crops, but in no event shall the pay-
ment exceed one-half the rate which other-
wise would be applicable if such acreage
were devoted to conservation uses. The
term ‘feed gralns” means corn, grain
sorghums, and, if designated by the Secre-
tary, barley, and if for any crop the producer
so requests for purposes of having acreage
devoted to the production of wheat con-
sidered as devoted to the production of feed
grains, pursuant to the provisions of section
328 of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1962,
the term “feed gralns” shall include oats
and rye and barley if not designated by the
Becretary as provided above: Provided, That
acreages of corn, grain sorghums, and, if
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designated by the Secretary, barley, shall not
be planted in lleu of acreages of ocats and
rye and barley if not designated by the Sec-
retary as provided above: Provided further,
That the acreage devoted to the production
of wheat shall not be considered as an acre=
age of feed grains for purposes of estab-
lishing the feed grain base acreage for the
farm for subsequent crops. Such feed grain
diversion program shall require the producer
to take such measures as the Secretary may
deem appropriate to keep such diverted acre-
age free from erosion, insects, weeds, and
rodents. The acreage eligible for participa-
tion in the program shall be such acreage
(not to exceed 50 per centum of the aver-
age acreage on the farm devoted to feed
grains in the crop years 1959 and 1960 or
twenty-five acres, whichever is greater) as
the Secretary determines necessary to achieve
the acreage reduction goal for the crop.
Payments shall be made in kind. The acre-
age of wheat produced on the farm dur-
ing the crop years 1959, 1960, and 1961,
pursuant to the exemption provided in sec-
tion 335(f) of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, as amended, prior to its repeal
by the Food and Agriculture Act of 1962, in
excess of the small farm base acreage for
wheat established under section 335 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, may be taken into consideration
in establishing the feed grain base acreage
for the farm. The Secretary may make such
adjustments in acreage as he determines
necessary to correct for abnormal factors
affecting production, and to give due con-
sideration to tillable acreage, crop-rotation
practices, types of soll, soil and water con-
servation measures, and topography. Not-
withstanding any other provision of this
subsection (i) (1), the Secretary may. upon
unanimous request of the State committee
established pursuant to section 8(b) of the
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act, as amended, adjust the feed grain bases
for farms within any State or county to the
extent he determines such adjustment to
be necessary in order to establish fair and
equitable feed grain bases for farms within
such State or county. The Secretary may
make not to exceed 50 per centum of any
payments to producers in advance of deter-
mination of performance. Notwithstanding
any other provision of this subsection, barley
shall not be included in the program for a
producer of malting barley exempted pur-
suant to section 105(e) of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, who participates only with re-
spect to corn and grain sorghums and does
not knowingly devote an acreage on the farm
to barley in excess of 110 per centum of the
average acreage devoted on the farm to
barley in 1959 and 1960.

“*(2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this subsection, not to exceed 1 per cen-
tum of the estimated total feed grain bases
for all farms in a State for any year may
be reserved from the feed grain bases estab-
lished for farms in the State for apportion-
ment to farms on which there were no acre-
ages devoted to feed grains in the crop years
19569 and 1960 on the basis of the following
factors: Suitability of the land for the pro-
duction of feed grains, the past experience
of the farm operator in the production of
feed grains, the extent to which the farm
operator is dependent on income from farm-
ing for his livelihood, the production of feed
grains on other farms owned, operated, or
controlled by the farm operator, and such
other factors as the Secretary determines
should be considered for the purpose of es-
tablishing fair and equitable feed grain
bases. An acreage equal to the feed grain
base so established for each farm shall be
deemed to have been devoted to feed grains
on the farm in each of the crop years 1959
and 1860 for purposes of this subsection
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except that producers on such farm shall
not be eligible for conservation payments
for the first year for which the feed grain
base is established.

“*(3) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such amounts as may be nec-
essary to enable the Secretary to carry out
this section 16(1).

““*(4) The Secretary shall provide by regu-
lations for the sharing of payments under
this subsection among producers on the farm
on a fair and equitable basis and in keeping
with existing contracts.

“¢(5) Payments in kind shall be made
through the issuance of negotiable certifi-
cates which the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion shall redeem for feed grains in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary and, notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion shall, in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary, assist the pro-
ducer in the marketing of such certificates.
Feed grains with which Commodity Credit
Corporation redeems certificates pursuant
to this paragraph shall be valued at not less
than the current support price made avail-
able through loans and purchases, plus rea-
sonable carrying charges.

“‘(8) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary may, by mutual agree-
ment with the producer, terminate or modi-
fy any agreement previously entered into
pursuant to this subsection if he determines
such actlon necessary because of an emer-
gency created by drought or other disaster,
or in order to prevent or alleviate a short-
age in the supply of feed grains.'

“Sec. 303. Section 326 of the Food and
Agriculture Act of 1962, as amended, is
amended by deleting the language begin-
ning with ‘the requirements’ and ending
with ‘Agricultural Act of 1861, and’ and sub-
stituting therefor ‘the requirements of any
program under which price support is ex-
tended or payments are made to farmers, and
price support may be extended or’.

“TITLE IV—COTTON

“Sgc. 401. The Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended as
follows:

““(1) Section 348 of the Act is amended by
adding the following new sentences at the
end thereof: ‘The Secretary may extend the
period for performance of obligations in-
curred in connection with payments made
for the period ending July 31, 1966, or may
make payments on raw cotton in inventory
on July 31, 1966, at the rate in effect on such
date. No payments shall be made hereunder
with respect to 1966 crop cotton.’

“(2) Section 346 of the Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof a new subsection
as follows:

*‘(e) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, for the 1966, 1967, 1968, and
1969 crops of upland cotton, if the farm
operator elects to forgo price support for any
such crop of cotton by applying to the county
committee of the county in which the farm
1s located for additional acreage under this
subsection, he may plant an acreage not in
excess of the farm acreage allotment estab-
lished under section 344 plus the acreage ap-
portioned to the farm from the national ex-
port market acreage reserve, and all cotton
of such crop produced on the farm may be
marketed for export free of any penalty
under this section: Provided, That the fore-
going shall be applicable only to farms which
had upland cotton allotments for 1965 and
are operated by the same operator as in
1965 or by his heir.

“‘For the 1966 crop the natlonal export
market acreage reserve shall be 250,000 acres.
For each subsequent crop—
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If the carryover at the
end of the market-
ing year for the pre-
ceding crop is esti-
mated to be less
than the carryover
at the beginning of
such marketing year
by—

At least 1,000,000 bales..--

At least 750,000 bales, but
not as much as 1,000,000
bales.

At least 500,000 bales, but
not as much as 750,000
bales.

At least 250,000 bales, but
not as much as 500,000
bales.

Less than 250,000 bales_ - .-

“‘The national export market acreage
reserve shall be apportioned to farms by the
Becretary on the basis of the applications
therefor. No application shall be accepted
for a greater acreage than is available on the
farm for the production of upland cotton.
After apportionments are thus made to
farms, the Secretary shall provide farm
operators a reasonable time in which to can-
cel their applications (and agreements to
forgo price support) and surrender to the
Secretary through the county committee
the export market acreage assigned to the
farm. Acreage so surrendered shall be avail-
able for reassignment by the Secretary to
other eligible farms to which export market
acreage has been apportioned on the basis of
the applications remaining outstanding. The
operator of any farm who elects to forgo
price support for any such crop under this
subsection shall not be eligible for price sup-
port on cotton of such crop produced on
any other farm in which he has a controlling
or substantial interest as determined by the
Secretary., Acreage planted to cotton in ex-
cess of the farm acreage allotment estab-
lished under section 344 shall not be taken
into account in establishing future State,
county, and farm acreage allotments. The
operator of any farm to which export market
acreage is apportioned, or the purchasers of
cotton produced on such farm, shall, under
regulations issued by the Secretary, furnish
a bond or other undertaking prescribed by
the Secretary providing for the exportation,
without benefit of any Government cotton
export subsidy and within such time as the
SBecretary may specify, of all cotton produced
on such farm for such year. The bond or
other undertaking given pursuant to this
subsection shall provide that, upon failure
to comply with the terms and conditions
thereof, the person furnishing such bond or
other undertaking shall be liable for
liquidated damages in an amount which the
Secretary determines and specifies in such
undertaking will approximate the amount
payable on excess cotton under subsection
(a). The Secretary may, in lleu of the
furnishing of a bond or other undertaking,
provide for the payment of an amount equal
to that which would be payable as liquidated
damages under such bond or other undertak-
ing. If such bond or other undertaking is
not furnished, or if payment in lleu thereof
is not made as provided herein, at such time
and in the manner required by regulations
of the Secretary, or if the acreage planted to
cotton on the farm exceeds the sum of the
farm acreage allotment established under
section 344 and the acreage apportioned to
the farm from the national export market
acreage reserve, the acreage planted to cotton
in excess of the farm acreage allotment
established under section 344 shall be
regarded as excess acreage for purposes of
this section and section 345. Amounts
collected by the Secretary under this subsec=
tion shall be remitted to the Commodity
Credit Corporation.

The national ex-
port market acre-
age reserve shall
he—

250, 000 acres.
187, 500 acres.

125, 000 acres.

62, 500 acres.

None,
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“(3) Section 350 of the Act is amended,
effective with the 1966 crop, to read as
follows:

“‘Sec. 350. In order to afford producers
an opportunity to participate in a program
of reduced acreage and higher price support,
as provided in section 103(d) of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1049, as amended, the Secre-
tary shall determine a national domestic al-
lotment for the 1966, 1967, 1968, and 1969
crops of upland cotton equal to the esti-
mated domestic consumption of upland cot-
ton (standard bales of four hundred and
eighty pounds net weight) for the market-
ing year beginning in the year in which the
crop is to be produced. The Secretary shall
determine a farm domestic acreage allot-
ment percentage for each such year by di-
viding (1) the national domestic allot-
ment (in net weight pounds) by (2) the
total for all States of the product of the
State acreage allotment and the projected
State yield. The farm domestic acreage al-
lotment shall be established by multiplying
the farm acreage allotment established un-
der section 344 by the farm domestic acre-
age allotment percentage: Provided, That no
farm domestic acreage allotment shall be
less than 65 per centum of such farm acreage
allotment. Such national domestic allot-
ment shall be determined not later than Oc-
tober 15 of the calendar year preceding the
year in which the crop is to be produced;
except that in the case of the 1966 crop,
such determination shall be made within
15 days after enactment of the Food and
Agriculture Act of 1965."

“Sec. 402. (a) Section 103 of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949, as amended, is amended
by adding the following new subsection at
the end thereof:

“‘(d) (1) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, if producers have not
disapproved marketing quotas, price support
and diversion payments shall be made avall-
able for the 1966, 1967, 1968, and 1969 crops
of upland cotton as provided in this sub-
section.

**(2) Price support for each such crop of
upland cotton shall be made available to
cooperators through loans at such level, not
exceeding a level which will reflect for Mid-
dling one-inch upland cotton at average lo-
cation in the United States 90 per centum
of the estimated average world market price
for Middling one-inch upland cotton for the
marketing year for such crop, as the Secre-
tary determines will provide orderly market-
ing of cotton during the harvest season and
will retain an adequate share of the world
market for cotton produced in the United
States taking Into consideration the factors
specified in section 401(b) of this Act: Pro-
vided, That the national average loan rate
for the 1966 crop shall reflect 21 cents per
pound for Middling one-inch upland cotton.

“‘(3) The Secretary also shall provide
additional price support for each such crop
through payments in cash or in kind to co-
operators at a rate not less than 9 cents per
pound: Provided, That the rate shall be such
that the amount obtained by—

“f(i) multiplying the rate by the farm
domestic acreage allotment percentage, and

“*(ii) dividing the product thus obtained
by the cooperator percentage established un-
der section 408(b), and

“‘(ii1) adding the result thus obtained to
the national average loan rate shall not be
less than 65 per centum or more than 90 per
centum of the parity price for cotton as of
the month in which the payment rate pro-
vided for by this paragraph is announced.
Such payments shall be made on the quan-
tity of cotton determined by multiplying the
projected farm yield by the acreage planted
to cotton within the farm domestic acreage
allotment: Provided, That any such farm
planting not less than 90 per centum of such
domestic acreage allotment shall be deemed
to have planted the entire amount of such
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allotment. An acreage on a farm in any such
year which the Secretary finds was not
planted to cotton because of drought, flood,
or other natural disaster shall be deemed to
be planted to cotton for purposes of pay-
ments under this subsection if such acreage
is not subsequently devoted to any other in-
come-producing crop in such year.

“¢(4) The Secretary shall make diversion
payments in cash or in kind in addition to
the price support payments authorized in
paragraph (3) to cooperators who reduce
their cotton acreage by diverting a portion
of their cotton acreage allotment from the
production of cotton to approved conserva-
tion practices to the extent prescribed by
the Secretary: Provided, That no reduction
below the domestic acreage allolments es-
tablished under section 350 of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,
shall be prescribed: Provided further, That
payment under this paragraph shall be made
available for diverting to conserving uses
that part of the acreage allotment which
must be diverted from cotton in order that
the producer may qualify as a cooperator.
The rate of payment for acreage required to
be diverted in order to qualify as a coopera-
tor shall not be less than 25 per centum of
the parity price for upland cotton as of the
month in which such rate is announced.
The rate of payment for additional acreage
diverted shall be such rate as the Secretary
determines to be fair and reasonable, but
shall not exceed 40 per centum of such parity
price. Payment at each applicable rate shall
be made on the guantity of cotton deter-
mined by multiplying the acreage diverted
from the production of cotton at such rate
by the projected farm yield. In addition
to the foregoing payment, if any, payment
at the rate applicable for acreage required
to be diverted to qualify as a cooperator
shall be made to producers on small farms
as defined in section 408(b) who do not ex-
ceed their farm acreage allotments on a
quantity of cotton determined by multiply-
ing an acreage equal to 35 per centum of
such farm acreage allotment by the pro-
jected farm yield.

“*(5) The Secretary may make not to ex-
ceed 50 per centum of the payments under
this subsection to producers in advance of
determination of performance and the bal-
ance of such payments shall be made at
such time as the Secretary may prescribe.

“1(6) Where the farm operator elects to
participate in the diversion program author-
ized in this subsection and no acreage is
planted to cotton on the farm, diversion
payments shall be made at the rate estab-
lished under paragraph (4) for acreage re-
quired to be diverted to qualify as a
cooperator on the quantity of cotton deter-
mined by multiplying that part of the farm
acreage allotment required to be diverted to
qualify as a cooperator by the projected farm
yield, and the remainder of such allotment
may be released under the provisions of
section 844(m) (2) of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended. The
acreage on which payment is made under
this paragraph shall be regarded as planted
to cotton for purposes of establishing future
State, county, and farm acreage allotments,
and farm bases.

“{(7) Payments in kind under this sub-
section shall be made through the issuance
of certificates which the Commodity Credit
Corporation shall redeem for cotton under
regulations issued by the Secretary at a
value per pound equal to not less than the
current loan rate therefor. The Corporation
may, under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary, assist the producers in the mar-
keting of such certificates at such times and
in such manner as the Secretary determines
will best effectuate the purposes of the pro-
gram authorized by this subsection.

“‘(8) Payments under this subsection
shall be conditioned on the farm having an
acreage of approved conservation uses equal
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to the sum of (i) the reduction in cotton
acreage required to qualify for such pay-
ments (hereinafter called *“diverted acre-
age”), and (il) the average acreage of crop-
land on the farm devoted to designated
soll-conserving crops or practices, including
summer fallow and idle land, during a base
period prescribed by the Secretary: Provided,
That the Secretary may permit all or any
part of such diverted acreage to be devoted
to the production of guar, sesame, safflower,
sunflower, castor beans, mustard seed,
crambe, plantago ovato, and flaxseed, if he
determines that such production is neces-
sary to provide an adequate supply of such
commodities, is not likely to increase the
cost. of the price support program, and will
not adversely affect farm income, subject to
the condition that payment under paragraph
(4) or (6) with respect to diverted acreage
devoted to any such crop shall be at a rate
determined by the Secretary to be fair and
reasonable, taking into consideration the use
of such acreage for the production of such
crops, but in no event shall the payment
exceed one-half the rate which otherwise
would be applicable if such acreage were
devoted to conservation uses.

“‘(9) The acreage regarded as planted to
cotton on any farm which qualifies for pay-
ment under this subsection except under
paragraph (6) shall, for purposes of estab-
lishing future State, county, and farm acre-
age allotments and farm bases, be the farm
acreage allotment established under section
344 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended, excluding adjustments
under subsection (m) (2) thereof.

“*(10) The Secretary shall provide ade-
quate safeguards to protect the interests of
tenants and sharecroppers, including provi-
sion for sharing diversion payments on a
fair and equitable basis under this subsec-
tion, The Secretary shall provide for the
sharing of price support payments among
producers on the farm on the basis of their
respective shares in the cotton crop pro-
duced on the farm, or the proceeds there-
from, except that in any case in which the
Secretary determines that such basis would
not be fair and equitable, the Secretary shall
provide for such sharing on such other basis
as he may determine to be fair and equitable.

“‘(11) In any case in which the failure
of a producer to comply fully with the terms
and conditions of the programs formulated
under this Act preclude the making of pay-
ments under this section, the Secretary may,
nevertheless, make such payments in such
amounts as he determines to be equitable in
relation to the seriousness of the default.

*“¢(12) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, if as a result of limitations
hereafter enacted with respect to price sup-
port under this subsection, the Secretary is
unable to make available to all cooperators
the full amount of price support to which
they would otherwise be entitled under para-
graphs (2) and (3) of this subsection for
any crop of upland cotton, (A) price sup-
port to cooperators shall be made available
for such crop (if marketing quotas have not
been disapproved) through loans or pur-
chases at such level not less than 65 per
centum nor more than 80 per centum of the
parity price therefor as the Secretary de-
termines appropriate; (B) in order to keep
upland cotton to the maximum extent prac-
ticable in the normal channels of trade, such
price support may be carried out through
the simultaneous purchase of cotton at the
support price therefor and resale at a lower
price or through loans under which the cot-
ton would be redeemable by payment of a
price therefor lower than the amount of the
loan thereon; an (C) such resale or redemp-
tion price shall be such as the Secretary de-
termines will provide orderly marketing of
cotton during the harvest season and will
retain an adequate share of the world market
for cotton produced in the United States.
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“‘(13) The provisions of subsection 8(g)
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Al-
lotment Act, as amended (relating to assign-
ment of payments), shall also apply to pay-
ments under this subsection.

*“*(14) The Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion is authorized to utilize its capital funds
and other assets for the purpose of making
the payments authorized in this subsection
and to pay administrative expenses necessary
in carrying out this subsection.’

“{b) Section 408(b) of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended, effective
only for the 1968 through 1969 crops, by
changing the period at the end of the first
sentence thereof to a colon and adding the
following: ‘Provided, That for upland cotton
a cooperator shall be a producer on whose
farm the acreage planted to such cotton does
not exceed the cooperator percentage, which
shall be in the case of the 1966 crop, 87.56 per
centum of such farm acreage allotment and,
in the case of each of the 1967, 1968, and
1969 crops, such percentage, not less than
87.5 or more than 100 per centum, of such
farm acreage allotment as the Secretary may
speclfy for such crop, except that in the case
of small farms (i.e. farms on which the
acreage allotment is 10 acres or less, or on
which the projected farm yield times the
acreage allotment is 3,600 pounds or less,
and the acreage allotment has not been re-
duced under section 344(m)) the acreage
of cotton on the farm shall not be required
to be reduced below the farm acreage allot-
ment.’

“Sec. 403. Section 301 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended by adding the following new sub-
?zl)'n.grapbs to paragraph (13) of subsection
“*(L) “Projected national, State, and
county ylelds” for any crop of cotton shall
be determined on the basis of the yield per
harvested acre of such crop in the United
States, the State and the county, respectively,
during each of the five calendar years im-
mediately preceding the year in which such
projected yield for the United States, the
State, and the county, respectively, is de-
termined, adjusted for abnormal weather
conditions affecting such yield, for trends in
ylelds, and for any significant changes in
production practices.

“‘(M) “Projected farm yield” for any crop
of cotton shall be determined on the basis
of the yleld per harvested acre of such crop
on the farm during each of the three calen-
dar years immediately preceding the year in
which such projected farm yleld is deter-
mined, adjusted for abnormal weather condi-
tions affecting such yield, for trends in ylelds,
and for any significant changes in production
practices, but in no event shall such projected
farm yield be less than the normal yield for
such farm as provided in subparagraph (I)
of this paragraph.’

“Sgc. 404. Section 407 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following: ‘Not-
withstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion, for the period August 1, 1966, through
July 381, 1970, (1) the Commodity Credit
Corporation shall sell upland cotton for un-
restricted use at the same prices as it sells
cotton for export, in no event, however, at
less than 110 per centum of the loan rate, and
(2) the Commodity Credit Corporation shall
sell or make available for unrestricted use
at current market prices in each marketing
year a quantity of upland cotton equal to the
amount by which the production of upland
cotton is less than the estimated require-
ments for domestic use and for export for
such marketing year. The Secretary may
make such estimates and adjustments there-
in at such times as he determines will best
effectuate the provisions of part (2) of the
foregoing sentence and such guantities of
cotton as are required to be sold under such
sentence shall be offered for sale in an orderly
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manner and so as not to affect market prices
unduly.’

“SEc. 405. The Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, is amended by adding
after section 344 the following new section:

“‘SEe, 344a. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary, if he de-
termines that it will not impair the effective
operation of the program involved, (1) may
permit the owner and operator of any farm
for which a cotton acreage allotment is es-
tablished to sell or lease all or any part or
the right to all or any part of such allotment
(excluding that part of the allotment which
the Secretary determines was apportioned to
the farm from the national acreage reserve)
to any other owner or operator of a farm for
transfer to such farm; (2) may permit the
owner of a farm to transfer all or any part
of such allotment to any other farm owned
or controlled by him: Provided, That the au-
thority granted under this section may be
exercised for the calendar years 1966, 1967,
1968, and 1969, but all transfers hereunder
shall be for such period of years as the parties
thereto may agree.

“*‘(b) Transfers under this section shall be
subject to the following conditions: (i) no
allotment shall be transferred to a farm in
another State or to a person for use in
another State; (ii) nmo farm allotment may
be sold or leased for transfer to a farm in
another county unless the producers of
cotton in the county from which transfer is
being made have voted in a referendum
within three years of the date of such trans-
fer, by a two-thirds majority of the pro-
ducers participating in such referendum, to
permit the transfer of allotments to farms
outside the county, which referendum, inso-
far as practicable, shall be held in conjunc-
tion with the marketing quota referendum
for the commeodity; (ili) no transfer of an
allotment from a farm subject to a mortgage
or other lien shall be permitted unless the
transfer is agreed to by the lienholder; (iv)
no sale of a farm allotment shall be per-
mitted if any sale of cotton allotment to the
same farm has been made within the three
immediately preceding crop years; (v) the
total cotton allotment for any farm to which
allotment is transferred by sale or lease shall
not exceed the farm acreage allotment (ex-
cluding reapportioned acreage) established
for such farm for 19656 by more than one
hundred acres; (vi) no cotton in excess of
the remaining acreage allotment on the farm
shall be planted on any farm from which the
allotment (or part of an allotment) is sold
for a period of five years following such sale,
nor shall any cotton in excess of the remain-
ing acreage allotment on the farm be planted
on any farm from which the allotment (or
part of an allotment) is leased during the
period of such lease, and the producer on
such farm shall so agree as a condition prece-
dent to the Secretary's approval of any such
sale or lease; and (vil) no transfer of allot-
ment shall be effective until a record thereof
is filed with the county committee of the
county to which such transfer is made and
such committee determines that the transfer
complies with the provisions of this section.
Such record may be filed with such commit-
tee only during the period beginning June 1
and ending December 81.

“‘(c) The transfer of an allotment shall
have the effect of transferring also the acre-
age history, farm base, and marketing quota
attributable to such allotment and if the
transfer is made prior to the determination
of the allotment for any year the fransfer
shall include the right of the owner or oper-
ator to have an allotment determined for the
farm for such year: Provided, That in the
case of a transfer by lease, the amount of the
allotment shall be considered for purposes of
determining allotments after the expiration
of the lease to have been planted on the farm
from which such allotment is transferred.

“*‘(d) The land in the farm from which
the entire cotton allotment and acreage his-
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tory have been transferred shall not be eli-
gible for a new farm cotton allotment dur-
ing the five years following the year in which
such transfer is made.

“*(e) The transfer of a portion of a farm
allotment which was established under min-
imum farm allotment provisions for cotton
or which operates to bring the farm within
the minimum farm allotment provision for
cotton shall cause the minimum farm allot-
ment or base to be reduced to an amount
equal to the allotment remaining on the
farm after such transfer.

“*(f) The Secretary shall prescribe regu-
lations for the administration of this sec-
tion, which shall include provisions for ad-
Justing the size of the allotment transferred
if the farm to which the allotment is trans-
ferred has a substantially higher yleld per
acre and such other terms and conditions as
he deems necessary.

“*(g) If the sale or lease occurs during a
period in which the farm is covered by a
conservation reserve contract, cropland con-
version agreement, cropland adjustment
agreement, or other similar land utilization
agreement, the rates of payment provided for
in the contract or agreement of the farm from
which the transfer is made shall be subject
to an appropriate adjustment, but no adjust-
ment shall be made in the contract or agree-
ment of the farm to which the allotment is
transferred.

“*{h) The Secretary shall by regulations
authorize the exchange between farms in the
same county, or between farms in adjoining
counties within a State, of cotton acreage
allotment for rice acreage allotment. Any
such exchange shall be made on the basis of
application filed with the county committee
by the owners and operators of the farms,
and the transfer of allotment between the
farms shall include transfer of the related
acreage history for the commodity. The ex-
change shall be acre for acre or on such other
basis as the Secretary determines is fair and
reasonable, taking into consideration the
comparative productivity of the soil for the
farms involved and other relevant factors.
No farm from which the entire cotton or rice
allotment has been transferred shall be eli-
gible for an allotment of cotton or rice as a
new farm within a period of five crop years
after the date of such exchange.

“*{1) The provisions of this section relat-
ing to cotton shall apply only to upland
cotton.’

“TITLE V—WHEAT

“Sec. 501. Effective beginning with the
crop planted for harvest in the calendar
year 1966, the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, is amended as follows:

“(1) Section 332 is amended by changing
item (iv) in subsection (b) to read: ‘will
be utilized during such marketing year in
the United States as livestock (including
poultry) feed, excluding the estimated quan-
tity of wheat which will be utilized for such
purpose as a result of the substitution of
wheat for feed gralns under section 328 of
the Food and Agriculture Act of 1962’ and
by adding the following new subsection:

“‘(d) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, the Secretary shall not
proclaim a national marketing quota for the
crops of wheat planted for harvest in the
calendar years 1966 through 1969, and farm
marketing quotas shall not be in effect for
such crops of wheat.'

*“(2) Section 333 is amended to read as
follows: ‘The Secretary shall proclaim a na-
tional acreage allotment for each crop of
wheat. The amount of the national acreage
allotment for any crop of wheat shall be the
number of acres which the Secretary deter-
mines on the basis of the projected national
yleld and expected underplantings (acreage
other than that not harvested because of
program incentives) of farm acreage allot-
ments will produce an amount of wheat
equal to the national marketing quota for
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wheat for the marketing year for such crop,
or if a mational marketing quota was not
proclaimed, the quota which would have
been determined if one had been proclaimed.

“(3) Subsection (a) of section 334 is
amended to read as follows:

“*(a) The national allotment for wheat,
less a reserve of not to exceed 1 per centum
thereof for apportionment as provided in
this subsection and less the special acreage
reserve provided for in this subsection, shall
be apportioned by the Secretary among the
States on the basis of the preceding year's
allotment for each such State, including all
amounts allotted to the State and including
for 1967 the increased acreage in the State
allotted for 1966 under section 335, adjusted
to the extent deemed necessary by the Sec-
retary to establish a fair and equitable ap-
portionment base for each State, taking into
consideration established crop rotation prac-
tices, estimated decrease in farm allotments
because of loss of history, and other relevant
factors. The reserve acreage set aside here-
in for apportionment by the Secretary shall
be used to make allotments to counties in
addition to the county allotments made un-
der subsection (b) of this section, on the
basis of the relative needs of counties for
additional allotments because of reclamation
and other new areas coming into production
of wheat. There also shall be made avail-
able a special acreage reserve of not in ex-
cess of one million acres as determined by
the Secretary to be desirable for the purposes
hereof which shall be in addition to the na-
ticnal acreage reserve provided for in this
subsection. Such special acreage reserve
shall be made available to the States to make
additional allotments to counties on the
basis of the relative needs of counties, as de-
termined by the Secretary, for additional
allotments to make adjustments in the al-
lotments on old wheat farms (that is, farms
on which wheat has been seeded or regarded
as seeded to one or more of the three crops
immediately preceding the crop for which
the allotment is established) on which the
ratlo of wheat acreage allotment to crop-
land on the farm is less than one-half the
average ratio of wheat acreage allotment to
cropland on old wheat farms in the county.
Such adjustments shall not provide an al-
lotment for any farm which would result in
an allotment-cropland ratio for the farm in
excess of one-half of such county average
ratio and the total of such adjustments in
any county shall not exceed the acreage
made avallable therefor in the county. Such
apportionment from the special acreage re-
serve shall be made only to counties where
wheat is a major income-producing crop,
only to farms on which there is limited op~
portunity for the production of an alterna-
tive income-producing crop, and only if an
efficient farming operation on the farm re-
quires the allotment of additional acreage
from the special acreage reserve. For the
purposes of making adjustments hereunder
the cropland on the farm shall not include
any land developed as cropland subsequent
to the 1963 crop year.’

“(4) Subsection (b) of section 334 is
amended to read as follows:

“‘(b) The State acreage allotment for
wheat, less a reserve of not to exceed 3 per
centum thereof for apportionment as pro-
vided in subsection (c) of this section, shall
be apportioned by the Secretary among the
counties in the State, on the basis of the
breceding year's wheat allotment in each
such county, including for 1967 the increased
acreage in the county allotted for 1966 pur-
suant to section 835, adjusted to the extent
deemed necessary by the Seeretary in order
to establish a fair and equitable apportion-
ment base for each county, taking into con-
sideration established crop rotation prac-
tices, estimated decrease In farm allotments
because of loss of history, and other relevant
factors.'
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“(5) Subsection (c) of section 334 is
amended by adding new paragraphs (3) and
(4) to read as follows:

“¢(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (1) of this subsection, the past
acreage of wheat for 1967 and any sub-
sequent year shall be the acreage of wheat
planted, plus the acreage regarded as
planted, for harvest as grain on the farm
which is not in excess of the farm acreage
allotment.

“¢(4) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this subsection (c¢), the farm acreage al-
lotment for the 1867 and any subsequent
crop of wheat shall be established for each
old farm by apportioning the county wheat
acreage allotment among farms in the county
on which wheat has been planted, or is con-
sidered to have been planted, for harvest as
grain in any one of the three years immedi-
ately preceding the year for which allotments
are determined on the basis of past acreage
of wheat and the farm acreage allotment for
the year immediately preceding the year for
which the allotment is being established,
adjusted as hereinafter provided. For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the acreage allot-
ment for the immediately preceding year may
be adjusted to reflect established crop-rota-
tion practices, may be adjusted downward
to reflect a reduction in the tillable acreage
on the farm, and may be adjusted upward to
reflect such other factors as the Secretary
determines should be considered for the pur-
pose of establishing a fair and equitable al-
lotment: Provided, That (i) for the purposes
of computing the allotment for any year, the
acreage allotment for the farm for the im-
mediately preceding year shall be decreased
by 7 per centum if for the year immediately
preceding the year for which such reduction
is made neither a voluntary diversion pro-
gram nor a voluntary certificate program was
in effect and there was noncompliance with
the farm acreage allotment for such year,;
(1) for purposes of clause (i), any farm on
which the entire amount of farm marketing
excess is delivered to the Secretary, stored,
or adjusted to zero in accordance with appli-
cable regulations to avoid or postpone pay-
ment of the penalty when farm marketing
quotas are in effect, shall be considered in
compliance with the allotment, but if any
part of the amount of wheat so stored is
later depleted and penalty becomes due by
reason of such depletion, the allotment for
such farm next computed after determina-
tion of such depletion shall be reduced by
reducing the allotment for the immediately
preceding year by 7 per centum; and (iii)
for purposes of clause (i) if the Secretary
determines that the reduction in the allot-
ment does not provide falr and equitable
treatment to producers on farms following
special crop rotation practices, he may mod-
ify such reduction in the allotment as he
determines to be necessary to provide fair
and equitable treatment to such producers.’

"“(8) Subsectlion (d) of sectlon 334 is re-
pealed.

“(7) Bubsectlon (g) of sectlon 334 1s
amended by striking out the language ‘except
as prescribed in the proviso to the first sen-
tence of subsections (a) and (b), respec-
tively, of this section’ in the first sentence.

“(8) Section 335 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following: ‘This section
shall not be applicable to the crops planted
for harvest in 1967 and subsequent years.'

“(9) Section 339(b) is amended (1) by
striking out ‘1964 and 1965 crops of wheat’
and substituting ‘crops of wheat planted for
harvest in the calendar years 1964 through
1969'; and, (2) by striking out of the third
sentence ‘20 per centum of the farm acreage
allotment’ and ‘fifteen acres’ and substituting
‘50 per centum of the farm acreage allot-
ment’ and ‘twenty-five acres’, respectively.

“(10) Section 339(e) is amended to read
as follows: ‘(e) The Secretary may permit all
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or any part of the diverted acreage to be
devoted to the production of guar, sesame,
safflower, sunflower, castor beans, mustard
seed, crambe, plantago ovato, and flaxseed,
if he determines that such production of the
commodity is needed to provide an adequate
supply, is not likely to increase the cost of
the price-support program and will not ad-
versely affect farm income, subject to the
condition that payment with respect to di-
verted acreage devoted to any such crop shall
be at a rate determined by the Secretary to
be fair and reasonable taking into considera-
tion the use of such acreage for the produc-
tion of such crops: Provided, That in no
event shall the payment exceed one-half the
rate which otherwise would be applicable if
such acreage were devoted to conservation
uses.’

“Sec. 502. Effective only with respect to
the crops of wheat planted for harvest in
the calendar years 1966 through 1969, and
the marketing years for such crops, section
379b is amended to read as follows:

“ ‘Sgc. 379b. A wheat marketing allocation
program as provided in this subtitle shall be
in effect for the marketing years for the
crops planted for harvest in the calendar
years 1066 through 1969. Whenever a wheat
marketing allocation program is in effect
for any marketing year the Secretary shall
determine (1) the wheat marketing alloca-
tion for such year which shall be the amount
of wheat he estimates will be used during
such year for food products for consumption
in the United States, but the amount of
wheat included in the marketing allocation
for food products for consumption in the
United States shall not be less than five
hundred million bushels, and (2) the na-
tional allocation percentage for such year
which shall be the percentage which, when
applied to the farm as provided in this sec-
tion, will result in marketing certificates be-
ing issued to producers in the amount of
the natlonal wheat marketing allocation.
The cost of any domestic marketing certifi-
cates issued to producers in excess of the
number of certificates acquired by processors
as a result of the application of the five
hundred million bushel minimum or an
overestimate of the amount of wheat used
during such year for food products for con-
sumption in the United States shall be borne
by Commodity Credit Corporation. Each
farm shall receive a wheat marketing allo-
cation for such marketing year equal to the
number of bushels obtained by multiplying
the number of acres in the farm acreage
allotment for wheat by the projected farm
yvleld, and multiplying the resulting num-
ber of bushels by the national allocation
percentage.’

“Sec. 503. Effective beginning with the
1870 crop, section 379b is amended by strik-
ing out ‘normal yield of wheat for the farm
as determined by the Secretary’ and substi-
tuting ‘projected farm yield’.

“Sgc. 504. (a) Effective upon the enact-
ment of this Act, section 379d(b) is amended
by striking out the third sentence and sub-
stituting the following: ‘The Secretary may
exempt from the requirements of this subsec-
tion wheat exported for donation abroad and
other noncommercial exports of wheat,
wheat processed for use on the farm where
grown, wheat produced by a State or agency
thereof and processed for use by the State or
agency thereof, wheat processed for donation,
and wheat processed for uses determined by
the Secretary to be noncommercial. Such ex-
emptions may be made applicable with re-
spect to any wheat processed or exported he-
ginning July 1, 1964. There shall be exempt
from the requirements of this subsection,
beverage distilled from wheat prior to July
1, 1964. A beverage distilied from wheat
after July 1, 1864, shall be deemed to be re-
moved for sale or consumption at the time
it is placed in barrels for aging except that
upon the glving of a bond as prescribed by
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the Secretary, the purchase of and payment
for such marketing certificates as may be
required may be deferred until such bever-
age is bottled for sale. Wheat shipped to a
Canadian port for storage in bond, or stor-
age under a similar arrangement, and sub-
sequent exportation, shall be deemed to have
been exported for purposes of this subsec-
tion when it is exported from the Canadian
port.’

“(b) Section 379d(d) is amended by in
serting after the word ‘flour’ the following.
‘(excluding flour second clears not used for
human consumption as determined by the
Secretary)’, and by inserting at the end
thereof the following: ‘The Secretary may
at his election administer the exemption for
wheat processed into flour second clears
through refunds either to processors of such
wheat or to the users of such clears. For
the purpose of such refunds, the wheat
equivalent of flour second clears may be
determined on the basis of conversion factors
authorized by section 379f of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, even though
certificates had been surrendered on the basis
of the weight of the wheat."

“This subsection shall be effective as to
products sold, or removed for sale or con-
sumption on or after sixty days following
enactment of this Act, unless the Secretary
shall by regulation designate an earlier ef-
fective date within such sixty-day period.

“(c) Section 379d(b) is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following: ‘When-
ever the face value per bushel of domestic
marketing certificates for a marketing year
is different from the face value of domestic
marketing certificates for the preceding
marketing year, the Secretary may require
marketing certificates issued for the pre-
ceding marketing year to be acquired to cover
all wheat processed into food products during
such preceding marketing year even though
the food product may be marketed or re-
moved for sale or consumption after the end
of the marketing year.’

“(d) Section 379g is amended by
‘(a)’ after ‘Sec. 8379g’ and adding a new sub-
section (b) as follows:

“‘(b) Whenever the face value per bushel
of domestic marketing certificates for a
marketing year Is substantially different
from the face value of domestic marketing
certificates for the preceding marketing
year, the Secretary Is authorized to take such
actlon as he determines necessary to facil-
itate the transition between marketing
years. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this subtitle, such authority shall
include, but shall not be limited to, the
authority to sell certificates to perszons en-
gaged in the processing of wheat into food
products covering such quantities of wheat,
at such prices, and under such terms and
conditions as the Secretary may by regula-
tion provide. Any such certificate shall be
issued by Commodity Credit Corporation.’

“8ec. 505. The Agricultural Act of 1964 is
amended as follows:

“(1) Amendment (7) of section 202 is
amended by striking out ‘1964 and 1965’ and
substituting ‘the calendar years 1964 through
1869".

“(2) Amendment (13) of section 202 is
amended by striking out ‘only with respect
to the crop planted for harvest in the calen-
dar year 1965’ and substituting ‘with respect
to the crops planted for harvest in the calen-
dar years 1965 through 1969,

“(3) Section 204 is amended by striking
out ‘1964 and 1965' and substituting ‘1964
through 1869°,

“Sgc. 506. Effective only with respect to the
1966 through 1969 crops, section 107 of the
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended (7
U.S.C. 1445a), is amended to read as follows:

“‘Spe. 107. Notwithstanding the provisions
of section 101 of this Act, for any marketing
year—
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**(1) (a) Price support for wheat accom-
panied by domestic certificates shall be at 100
per centum of the parity price or as near
thereto as the Secretary determines prac-
ticable, and (b) price support for wheat not
accompanied by marketing certificates shall
be at such level, not in excess of the parity
price therefor, as the Secretary determines
appropriate, taking into consideration com-
petitive world prices of wheat, the feeding
value of wheat in relation to feed grains,
and the level at which price support is made
avallable for feed grains,

“*(2) notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (1), for the 1866 crop, price sup-
port for wheat accompanied by domestic mar-
keting certificates shall be at 100 per centum
of the parity price therefor, and price support
for wheat not accompanied by marketing
certificates shall be not less than $1.25 per
bushel. For any crop of wheat planted for
harvest during the calendar years 1967
through 1969 for which the diversion factor
established pursuant to section 339(a) of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, is not less than 10 per centum, the
total average rate of return per bushel made
available to a cooperator on the estimated
production of his allotment based on pro-
jected yield through loans, domestic market-
ing certificates, estimated returns from ex-
port marketing certificates, and diversion
payments for acreage diverted pursuant to
section 339(a) of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938, as amended, shall not be
less than the total average rate of return per
bushel made available to cooperators through
loans and domestic marketing certificates for
the 1966 crop.

“*(8) Price support shall be made avail-
able only to cooperators, and

“*(4) A “cooperator” with respect to any
crop of wheat produced on a farm shall be
a producer who (i) does not knowingly ex-
ceed (A) the farm acreage allotment for
wheat on the farm or (B) except as the Sec-
retary may by regulation prescribe, the farm
acreage allotment for wheat on any other
farm on which the producer shares in the
production of wheat, and (il) complies with
the land-use requirements of section 339 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, to the extent prescribed by the
Secretary. No producer shall be deemed to
have exceeded a farm acreage allotment for
wheat if the production on the acreage in
excess of the farm acreage allotment is stored
pursuant to the provisions of section 3789¢
(b), but the producer shall not be eligible to
recelve price support on the wheat so stored.’

“Sec. 507. Effective beginning with the
crop planted for harvest in the calendar year
1967, section 339(a) (1) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended by inserting after the words ‘na-
tional acreage allotment’, wherever they ap-
pear, the following: *(less an acreage equal
to the increased acreage allotted for 1966
pursuant to section 335)'.

“Sec. 508. Effective beginning with the
crop planted for harvest in the calendar
year 1966, section 379c(a) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1838, as amended, is
amended by inserting before the period at
the end of the third sentence thereof a semi-
colon and the following: ‘except that in any
case in which the Secretary determines that
such basis would not be fair and equitable,
the Secretary shall provide for such sharing
on such other basis as he may determine to
be fair and equitable.’, and by adding at the
end thereof of the following: ‘An acreage on
the farm not planted to wheat because of
drought, flood, or other natural disaster shall
be deemed to be an actual acreage of wheat
planted for harvest for purposes of this sub-
section provided such acreage is not subse-
quently planted to any other income-produc-
ing crops during such year. Producers on
any farm who have planted not less than 90
per centum of the acreage of wheat required
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to be planted in order to earn the full
amount of marketing certificates for which
the farm is eligible shall be deemed to have
planted the entire acreage required to be
planted for that purpose.’

“Sec. 509. Section 301(b) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1838, as amended, is
amended as follows:

“(1) Paragraph (8) is amended by insert-
ing ‘(A)’ after ‘(8)’ and adding the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

“*(B)"“Projected national yield" as applied
to any crop of wheat shall be determined on
the basis of the national yield per harvested
acre of the commodity during each of the
five calendar years immediately preceding the
year in which such projected national yield
is determined, adjusted for abnormal weather
conditions affecting such yield, for trends in
yields and for any significant changes in pro-
duction practices.’

“(2) Paragraph (13) is amended by add-
ing the following new subparagraphs:

“Y(J) “Projected county yield” for any
crop of wheat shall be determined on the
basis of the yield per harvested acre of such
commodity in the county during each of the
five calendar years immediately preceding the
year in which such projected county yield is
determined, adjusted for abnormal weather
conditions affecting such yield, for trends in
yields and for any significant changes in pro-
duction practices.

“*(E) “Projected farm yield” for any crop
of wheat shall be determined on the basis
of the yield per harvested acre of such com-
modity on the farm during each of the three
calendar years immediately preceding the
year in which such projected farm yield is
determined, adjusted for abnormal weather
conditions affecting such yleld, for trends in
yields and for any significant changes in pro-
duction practices, but in no event shall such
projected farm yield be less than the normal
yield for such farm as provided in subpara-
graph (E) of this paragraph.’

“See, 510. (a) Section 379¢(b) of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amend-
ed, is amended, effective beginning with the
1966 crop, by striking out of the fifth sen-
tence the words ‘normal yield of wheat per
acre established for the farm' and substitut-
ing therefor the words ‘projected farm yield’.

“(b) Section 3791 of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended, is amend-
ed, effective as of the effective date of the
original enactment of that section, by in-
serting in subsections (a) and (b) after the
word ‘who’, wherever it appears, the word
‘knowingly’.

“Sec. 511. (a) Effective beginning with the
crop planted for harvest in 1966, paragraph
(9) of section 301(b) of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended, is amend-
ed by striking out ‘cotton’ and ‘wheat’ and
by adding at the end thereof the following:
‘Normal production’ as applied to any num-
ber of acres of cotton or wheat means the
projected farm yield times such number of
acres.

“{b) Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Con-
gress, as amended, is amended by changing
the words ‘normal yield of wheat per acre
established for the farm' in paragraph (1)
to the words ‘projected farm yileld’.

“Sec. 512. The national, State, county,
and farm acreage allotments for the 1966
crop of wheat shall be established in accord-
ance with the provisions of law in effect
prior to the enactment of this Act.

“Sec. 513. (a) Section 379d(b) of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended
by striking out the second sentence and
substituting the following: ‘The cost of the
export marketing certificates per bushel to
the exporter shall be that amount deter-
mined by the Secretary on a daily basis which
would make United States wheat and wheat
flour generally competitive in the world
market, avold disruption of world market
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prices, and fulfill the international obliga-
tions of the United States.’

“(b) Section 379c(a) of such Act is
amended by striking out everything in the
next to the last sentence beginning with
the words ‘United States’ and substituting
the following: ‘United States. The Secretary
shall also provide for the issuance of export
marketing certificates to eligible producers
at the end of the marketing year on a pro
rata basis. For such purposes, the value per
bushel of export marketing certificates shall
be an average of the total net proceeds from
the sale of export marketing certificates
during the marketing year after deducting
the total amount of wheat export subsidies
paid to exporters.'

“({e) Section 3T9c(c) of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘and the face value
per bushel of export certificates shall be the
amount by which the level of price support
for wheat accompanied by export certificates
exceeds the level of price support for non-
certificate wheat’.

“Sec. 514. Section 328 of the Food and
Agriculture Act of 1962 is amended by add-
ing to the end thereof the following: ‘In
establishing terms and conditions for per-
mitting wheat to be planted in lieu of oats
and rye, the Secretary may take into account
the number of feed units per acre of wheat in
relation to the number of feed units per acre
of oats and rye.’

“8SEc. 515. Section 379c of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended, effective beginning with the crop
planted for harvest in the calendar year
1964, by adding the following subsection:

“*(e) In any case in which the failure of a
producer to comply fully with the terms and
conditions of the programs formulated under
this Act preclude the issuance of marketing
certificates, the Secretary may, nevertheless,
issue such certificates in such amounts as he
determines to be equitable in relation to the
seriousness of the default.’

“Sec. 516. Section 370e of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, Is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

“ ‘Notwithstanding any other provision of
this Act, Commodity Credit Corporation shall
sell marketing certificates for the marketing
years for the 1966 through the 1969 wheat
crops to persons engaged in the processing of
food products at the face value thereof less
any amount by which price support for wheat
accompanied by domestic certificates exceeds
$2 per bushel.

“SEc. 517. Subsection (b) of section 379¢c of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is
amended by inserting immediately preceding
the words ‘stored’ wherever it appears, in
the fourth through the sixth sentences, the
words ‘delivered to the Secretary or’, and by
adding at the end thereof the following:
‘Any wheat delivered to the Secretary here-
under shall become the property of the
United States and shall be disposed of by the
Secretary for rellef purposes in the United
States or in foreign countries or in such
other manner as he shall determine will di-
vert it from the normal channels of trade
and commerce. Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act, the Secretary may pro-
vide that a producer shall not be eligible to
receive marketing certificates, or may adjust
the amount of marketing certificates to be
recelved by the producer, with respect to
any farm for any year in which a variety of
wheat is planted on the farm which has been
determined by the Secretary, after consul-
tation with State Agricultural Experiment
Stations, agronomists, cereal chemists and
other qualified technicians, to have undesir-
able milling or baking qualities and has
made public announcement thereof.’

““TITLE VI—CROPLAND ADJUSTMENT

“Sec. 601. The Soil Bank Act of 1956, as
amended, is hereby repealed, except that it
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shall remain in effect with respect to con-
tracts entered into prior to such repeal.

“Sec. 602. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, for the purpose of reducing
the costs of farm programs, assisting farmers
in turning their land to nonagricultural
uses, promoting the development and con-
servation of the Nation’s soil, water, forest,
wildlife, and recreational resources, estab-
lishing, protecting, and conserving open
spaces and natural beauty, the Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized to formulate and
carry out a program during the calendar
years 18656 through 1969 under which agree-
ments would be entered into with producers
as hereinafter provided for periods of not less
than five nor more than ten years. No agree-
ment shall be entered into under this section
concerning land with respect to which the
ownership has changed in the three-year
period preceding the first year of the agree-
ment period unless the new ownership was
acquired by will or succession as a result of
the death of the previous owner, or unless
the new ownership was acquired prior to
January 1, 1965, under other circumstances
which the Secretary determines, and speci-
fies by regulation, will give adequate assur-
ance that such land was not acquired for the
purpose of placing it in the program: Pro-
vided, That this provision shall not be con-
strued to prohibit the continuation of an
agreement by a new owner after an agree-
ment has once been entered into under this
section: Provided further, That the Secretary
shall not require a person who has operated
the land to be covered by an agreement under
this section for as long as three years preced-
ing the date of the agreement and who con-
trols the land for the agreement period to
own the land as a condition of eligibility
for entering into the agreement.

“(b) The producer shall agree (1) to carry
out on a specifically designated acreage of
land on the farm regularly used in the pro-
duction of crops (including crops, such as
tame hay, alfalfa, and clovers, which do not
require annual tillage and which have been
planted within 5 years preceding the date of
the agreement), hereinafter called ‘desig-
nated acreage’, and maintain for the agree-
ment period practices or uses which will con-
serve soil, water, or forest resources, or estab-
lish or protect or conserve open spaces, nat-
ural beauty, wildlife or recreational resources,
or prevent alr or water pollution, in such
manner as the Secretary may prescribe
(priority being given to the extent practica-
ble to practices or uses which are most likely
to result in permanent retirement to non-
crop uses); (2) to maintain in conserving
Crops or uses or allow to remain idle through-
out the agreement period the acreage nor-
mally devoted to such crops or uses; (3) not
to harvest any crop from or graze the desig-
nated acreage during the agreement period,
unless the Secretary, after certification by
the Governor of the State in which such
acreage is situated of the need for grazing or
harvesting of such acreage, determines that
it is necessary to permit grazing or harvest-
ing in order to alleviate damage, hardship, or
suffering caused by severe drought, flood, or
other natural disaster, and consents to such
grazing or harvesting subject to an appro-
priate reduction in the rate of payment; and
(4) to such additional terms and conditions
as the Secretary determines are desirable to
effectuate the purposes of the program, in-
cluding such measures as the Secretary may
deem appropriate to keep the designated
acreage fre> from eroslon, insects, weeds, and
rodents. Agreements entered into wunder
which 1966 is the first year of the agreement
period (A) shall require the producer to di-
vert from production all of one or more crops
designated by the Secretary; and (B) shall
not provide for diversion from the production
of upland cotton in any county in which the
county committee by resolution determines,
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and requests of the Secretary, that there
should not be such diversion in 1966.

*{c) Under such agreements the Secretary

shall (1) bear such part of the average cost
(including labor) for the county or area in
which the farm is situated of establishing
and maintaining authorized practices or uses
on the designated acreage as, the Secretary
determines to be necessary to effectuate the
purposes of the program, but not to exceed
the average rate for comparable practices or
uses under the agricultural conservation
program, and (2) make an annual adjust-
ment payment to the producer for the period
of the agreement at such rate or rates as the
Secretary determines to be fair and reason-
able in consideration of the obligations un-
dertaken by the producers. The rate or
rates of annual adjustment payments as
determined hereunder may be increased by
an amount determined by the Secretary to
be appropriate in relation to the benefit to
the general public of the use of the desig-
nated acreage if the producer further agrees
to permit, without other compensation,
access to such acreage by the general public,
during the agreement period, for hunting,
trapping, fishing, and hiking, subject to ap-
plicable State and Federal regulations. The
Secretary and the producer may agree that
the annual adjustment payments for all
years of the agreement period shall be made
either upon approval of the agreement or in
such installments as they may agree to be
desirable: Provided, That for each year any
annual adjustment payment is made in ad-
vance of performance, the annual adjust-
ment payment shall be reduced by 5 per
centum. The Secretary may provide for ad-
justing any payment on account of failure to
comply with the terms and conditions of the
program.
“(d) The Secretary shall, unless he deter-
mines that such action will be inconsistent
with the effective administration of the pro-
gram, use an advertising and bid procedure
in determining the lands in any area to be
covered by agreements. The total acreage
placed under contract in any county or local
community shall be limited to a percentage
of the total eligible acreage in such county or
local community which the Secretary deter-
mines would not adversely affect the economy
of the county or local community. In deter-
mining such percentage the Secretary shall
give appropriate consideration to the pro-
duectivity of the acreage being retired as com-
pared to the average productivity of eligible
acreage in the county or local community.

“{e) The annual adjustment payment
shall not exceed 40 per centum of the esti-
mated value, as determined by the Secretary,
on the basis of prices in effect at the time
the agreement is entered into, of the crops or
types of crops which might otherwise be
grown. The estimated value may be estab-
lished by the Secretary on a county, area, or
individual farm basis as he deems appro-
priate.

“(f) The Secretary may terminate any
agreement with a producer by mutual agree-
ment with the producer if the Secretary de-
termines that such termination would be in
the public interest, and may agree to such
modification of agreements as he may deter-
mine to be desirable to carry out the purposes
of the program or facilitate its administra-
tion.

“(g) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Secretary of Agriculture
may, to the extent he deems it desirable,
provide by appropriate regulations for preser-
vation of cropland, crop acreage, and allot-
ment history applicable to acreage diverted
from the production of crops in order to
establish or maintain vegetative cover or
other approved practices for the purpose of
any Federal program under which such his-
tory is used as a basis for an allotment or
other limitation or for participation in such
program. Subsections (b)(3) and (4) and

October 8, 1965

(e) (6) of section 16 of the Soil Conservation
and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, are
repealed, except that all rights accruing
thereunder to persons who entered into con-
tracts or agreements prior to such repeal
shall be preserved.

“(h) In carrying out the program, the
Secretary shall utilize the services of local,
county, and State committees established
under section 8 of the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended.

*{i) For the purpose of obtaining an in-
crease in the permanent retirement of crop-
land to noncrop uses the Secretary may, not-
withstanding any other provision of law,
transfer funds available for carrying out the
program to any other Federal agency or to
States or local government agencies for use
in acquiring cropland for the preservation of
open spaces, natural beauty, the develop-
ment of wildlife or recreational facilities, or
the prevention of air or water pollution un-
der terms and conditions consistent with and
at costs not greater than those under agree-
ments entered into with producers, provided
the Secretary determines that the purposes
of the program will be accomplished by such
action.

“{j) The Secretary also is authorized to
share the cost with State and local govern-
mental agencles in the establishment of
practices or uses which will establish, pro-
tect, and conserve open spaces, natural
beauty, wildlife or recreational resources, or
prevent air or water pollution under terms
and conditions and at costs consistent with
those under agreements entered into with
producers, provided the Secretary determines
that the purposes of the program will be
accomplished by such action.

“(k) In carrying out the program, the Sec-
retary shall not during any of the fiscal years
ending June 30, 1966 through June 30, 1968
or during the period June 30, 1868 through
December 31, 1969, enter into agreements
with producers which would require pay-
ments to producers in any calendar year un-
der such agreements in excess of $225,000,000
plus any amount by which agreements en-
tered into in prior fiscal years require pay-
ments in amounts less than authorized for
such prior fiscal years. For purposes of ap-
plying this limitation, the annual adjust-
ment payment shall be chargeable to the
year in which performance is rendered re-
gardless of the year in which it is made.

‘(1) The Secretary is authorized to utilize
the facilities, services, authorities, and funds
of the Commodity Credit Corporation in dis-
charging his functions and responsibilities
under this program, including payment of
costs of administration: Provided, That after
December 31, 1966, the Commodity Credit
Corporation shall not make any expenditures
for carrying out the purposes of this title
unless the Corporation has received funds
to cover such expenditures from appropria-
tions made to carry out the purposes of this
title. There are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the program, Iincluding such
amounts as may be required to make pay-
ments to the Corporation for its actual costs
incurred or to be incurred under this pro-
gram.

“(m) In case any producer who is entitled
to any payment or compensation dies, be-
comes incompetent, or disappears before re-
ceiving such payment or compensation, or
is succeeded by another who renders or com=-
pletes the required performance,: the pay-
ment or compensation shall, without regard
to any other provisions of law, be made as
the Secretary may determine to be falr and
reasonable in all the circumstances and so
provide by regulations.

“(n) The Secretary shall provide adequate
safeguards to protect the interests of tenants
and sharecroppers, including provision for
sharing, on a fair and equitable basis, in pay-
ments or compensation under this program.
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“(0) The acreage on any farm which is di-
verted from the production of any com-
modity pursuant to an agreement hereafter
entered into under this title shall be deemed
to be acreage diverted from that commodity
for the purposes of any commodity program
under which diversion is required as a condi-
tion of eligibility for price support.

“(p) The Secretary may, without regard to
the civil service laws, appoint an Advisory
Board on Wildlife to advise and consult on
matters relating to his functions under this
title as he deems appropriate. The Board
shall consist of twelve persons chosen from
members of wildlife organizations, farm orga-
nizations, State game and fish agencles, and
representatives of the general public. Mem-
bers of such Advisory Board who are not
regular full-time employees of the United
States shall not be entitled to any compensa-
tion or expenses.

*(q) The BSecretary shall prescribe such
regulations as he determines n
carry out the provisions of this title.

“TITLE VII—MISCELLANEOUS

“Sec. T01. Section 374(a) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,
is amended to read as follows:

“‘(a) The Secretary shall provide for ascer-
taining, by measurement or otherwise, the
acreage of any agricultural commodity or
land use on farms for which the ascertain-
ment of such acreage is necessary to deter-
mine compliance under any program admin-
istered by the Secretary. Insofar as practi-
cable, the acreage of the commodity and land
use shall be ascertalned prior to harvest, and,
if any acreage so ascertazined is not in com-
pliance with the requirements of the program
the Secretary, under such terms and condi-
tions as he prescribes, may provide a reason-
able time for the adjustment of the acreage of
the commodity or land use to the require-
ments of the program.’

“Sec. T02. Section 374(c) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended by deleting the first sentence
thereof.

“Sec. 703, Subsection (a) of section 316 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, is amended (1) by striking out of
the first sentence thereof ‘1962, 1963, 1964,
and 1965, and inserting ‘1962 through 1969’
and (i1) by striking out of the last sentence
thereof ‘1964 or 1965’ and inserting ‘1064
through 1969".

“Notwithstanding the provisions of subsec-
tion 316(c) and subsection 317(f) relating
to lease and transfer of allotments for years
subsequent to 1965, of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended, whenever
acreage-poundage quotas are in effect for any
kind of tobacco as provided in Section 317 of
the Act, except in the case of burley tobacco,
and other kinds of tobaceco not subject to
Section 316, the lease and transfer shall be
on a pound for pound basis and the acreage
allotment for the lessee farm shall be in-
creased by an amount determined by divid-
ing the number of pounds leased by the farm
yield for the lessee farm, and the acreage
allotment for the lessor farm shall be re-
duced by an amount determined by dividing
the number of pounds leased by the farm
yield for the lessor farm.

“Sec, T04. The last paragraph of the Act
entitled ‘An Act to amend the peanut mar-
keting quota provisions of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, and for
other purposes’, approved August 13, 1957
(7 U.S.C. 1369 note), is amended to read as
follows:

“'This amendment shall be effective for
the 1957 through 1969 crops of peanuts.’

“Spc. T05. The Secretary of Agriculture
shall'make a study of the parity income posi-
tion of farmers, including the development
of ‘criteria for measuring parity income of
commercial family farmers and the feasibil-
ity of adapting such criteria to major types
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of farms and to selected counties. The Sec-
retary shall report the results of such study
to the Congress not later than June 30, 1966.

“Sec. T06. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Secretary, upon the request
of any agency of any State charged with the
administration of the public lands of the
State, may permit the transfer of acreage
allotments or feed grain bases together with
relevant production histories which have
been determined pursuant to the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,
or section 16 of the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, from
any farm composed of public lands to any
other farm or farms in the same county com-
posed of public lands: Provided, That as a
condition for the transfer of any allotment
or base an acreage equal to or greater than
the allotment or base transferred prior to
adjustment, if any, shall be devoted to and
maintained in permanent vegetative cover on
the farm from which the transfer is made.
The Secretary shall prescribe regulations
which he deems necessary for the adminis-
tration of this section, which may provide
for adjusting downward the size of the allot-
ment or base transferred if the farm to which
the allotment or base is transferred normally
has a higher yield per acre for the commodity
for which the allotment or base is deter-
mined, for reasonable limitations on the size
of the resulting allotments and bases on
farms to which transfers are made, taking
into account the size of the allotments and
bases on farms of similar size in the commu-
nity, and for retransferring allotments or
bases and relevant histories if the conditions
of the transfer are not fulfilled.

"“Sec. T07. The Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by in-
serting after section 378 the following new
section:

“ 'RECONSTITUTION OF FARMS

“ ‘S8ec. 379. In any case in which the owner-
ship of a tract of land is transferred from
a parent farm, the acreage allotments, his-
tory acreages, and base acreages, for the farm
shall be divided between such tract and the
parent farm in the same proportion that the
cropland acreage in such tract bears to the
cropland acreage in the parent farm, except
that the Secretary shall provide by regulation
the method to be used in determining the
division, if any, of the acreage allotments,
histories, and bases in any case in which—

**(1) the tract of land transferred from
the parent farm has been or is being trans-
ferred to any agency having the right to
acquire it by eminent domain;

*“*(2) the tract of land transferred from
the parent farm is to be used for nonagricul-
tural purposes;

“‘(3) the parent farm resulted from a
combination of two or more tracts of land
and records are available showing the con-
tribution of each tract to the allotments,
histories, and bases of the parent farm;

“‘(4) the appropriate county committee
determines that a division based on crop-
land proportions would result in allotments
and bases not representative of the opera-
tions normally carried out on any trans-
ferred tract during the base period; or

“*(5) the parent farm is divided among
heirs in settling an estate.

" ‘(6) neither the tract transferred from
the parent farm nor the remaining portion
of the parent farm receives allotments in
excess of allotments for similar farms in the
community having allotments of the com-
modity or commodities involved and such
allotments are consistent with good land
uses, but this clause (6) shall not be ap-
plicable in the case of burley tobacco.

“Sec. 708. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, in the determination of farm
yields the Secretary may use projected yields
in lieu of normal yleids. In the determina-
tion of such yields the Secretary shall take
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into account the actual yield proved by the
producer for the base period used in deter-
mining the projected yield, and the pro-
Jected yleld shall not be less than such
actual yield proved by the producer.

“Sec. 709. The Secretary of Agriculture is
hereby authorized to use funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to purchase suf-
ficient supplies of dairy products at market
prices to meet the requirements of any pro-
grams for the schools (other than fluid milk
in the case of schools), domestic relief dis-
tribution, community action, foreign dis-
tribution, and such other programs as are
authorized by law, when there are insuffi-

‘clent stocks of dairy products in the hands

of Commodity Credit Corporation available
for these purposes.
‘“TITLE VIII—RICE

“Sec. 801. Section 353(c) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,
is amended by adding the following new
paragraph at the end thereof:

*“*(T) If -the national acreage allotment
for rice for 1966, 1967, 1968, or 1969 is less
than the national acreage allotment for rice
for 1965, the Secretary shall formulate and
carry out an acreage diversion program for
rice for such year designed to support the
gross income of rice producers at a level not
lower than that for 1965, minus any reduc-
tion in production costs resulting from the
reduced rice acreage. Under such program
conservation payments shall be made to pro-
ducers who comply with their rice acreage
allotments, devote to an approved conserva-
tion use an acreage of cropland on the farm
equal to the number of acres determined by
multiplying the farm acreage allotment by
the diversion factor, and comply with such
additional terms and conditions as the Sec-
retary may prescribe. The diversion factor
shall be determined by dividing the number
of acres by which the national acreage allot-
ment is reduced below the national acreage
allotment for 1965 by the number of acres
in the national acreage allotment. Notwith-
standing the foregoing provisions, the Sec-
retary may permit all or any part of such
diverted acreage to be devoted to the produc-
tion of guar, sesame, safflower, sunflower, cas-
tor beans, mustard seed, crambe, plantago
ovato, and flaxseed, if he determines that
such production is not likely to increase the
cost of the price-support program and will
not adversely affect farm income, subject to
the condition that payment with respect to
diverted acreage devoted to any such crops
shall be at a rate determined by the Secre-
tary to be fair and reasonable, taking into
consideration the use of such acreage for the
production of such crops; but in no event
shall the payment exceed one-half the rate
which otherwise would be applicable if such
acreage were devoted to conservation uses.
Such program shall require the producer to
take such measures as the Secretary may
deem appropriate to keep such diverted
acreage free from erosion, insects, weeds, and
rodents. The Secretary may make not to
exceed 50 per centum of any payments to
producers in advance of determination of
performance. The Secretary shall provide
for the sharing of payments under this para-
graph among producers on the farm on a
fair and equitable basis as determined by the
Becretary. The Commodity Credit Corpora-

ion is authorized to utilize its capital funds

and other assets for the purpose of making
the payments authorized in this paragraph
and to pay administrative expenses neces-
sary in carrying out this paragraph.’

“SEC, 802. Section 403 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, ns amended, is amended by in-
serting at the end thereof the following:
‘In determining support prices for the 1966
and 1987 crops of rice the 'Secretary shall,
notwithstanding the foregoing or any other
provision of law, use head and broken rice
value factors for the various varieties which
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(1) are not lower than those used with re-
spect to the 1965 crop, and (2) do not differ
as between any two varieties by a greater
amount than the value factors used with
respect to the 1965 crop for such two vari-
eties differed.’”
And the Senate agree to the same.

Harorp D. COOLEY,

W. R. POAGE,

WaTKINS M. ABBITT,

HARLAN HAGEN,

FRANK A. STUBBLEFIELD,

GRAHAM PURCELL,

Managers on the Part of the House.

ALLEN J. ELLENDER,

Spessarp L. HOLLAND,

HeErMAN E, TALMADGE,

MiLToN R. YouUNg,

JouN SHERMAN COOPER,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill, HR. 9811, to maintain
farm income, to stabilize prices and assure
adequate supplies of agricultural commeodi-
tles, to reduce surpluses, lower Government
costs and promote foreign trade, to afford
greater economic opportunity in rural areas,
and for other purposes, submit the following
statement in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon by the conferees and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report:

The Senate struck out all after the enact-
ing clause of H.R. 9811 and substituted a
Benate amendment which, while dealing with
the same subject matter, differed from it in
several major respects. The amendment
herewith reported embodies the agreement
of the conferees on the various points of
difference in the House bill and the Senate
amendment and was agreed to by the con-
ferees as a substitute for the Senate
amendment.

The conference substitute follows the
structure of the House bill as to the order
and arrangement of titles. It adds at the
end a title relating to rice which was not in
the House bill.

Following is a summary of the substitute
amendment as agreed to by the conferees:

TITLE I—DAIRY

The class I dairymen’s base plan embraced
in the first title seeks to reduce surplus milk
production and stabilize the income of dairy
farmers in the 756 Federal milk order areas
by removing the necessity for dairymen to
produce surplus milk in order to preserve
their individual participation in the markets
for milk for fluid consumption.

The Conference adopted all of title I of
the House bill which includes provisions
dealing with (a) individual voting In a
farmer referendum on the class I base plan,
(b) leaving the legal status of producer-
handlers unchanged, (c) authorizing mar-
keting orders for manufacturing milk and
(d) entry of new producers into class I base
plan order markets.

Two Senate dairy provisions were adopted.
These deal with (a) an “anti-dumping” pro-
vision to prevent disruption of other mar-
kets, and (b) allowing the Commodity Credit
Corporation to purchase dairy products (ex-
cept fluid milk for schools) for domestic and
foreign donation programs even though these
dairy produects are not in the CCC inventory.
The latter authority appears in the miscel-
laneous title of the bill.

TITLE II—WOOL

Continues the Natlonal Wool Act of 1954
through December 31, 1969, with modifica-
tions intended to increase the production of
wool in the United States. The conference
accepted the Senate formula for the mini-
mum price support floor. This would fix the
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support level for shorn wool at the present
level of 62 cents a pound increased by the
same percentage as the percentage increase
in the parity index. This would fix the sup-
port price at 65 cents a pound for 1966, about
66 cents for 1967, with the support levels for
1968 and 1969 depending on further changes
in the parity index. The Senate provision
on small flocks was deleted.
TITLE III—FEED GRAINS

This title continues for 4 years the provi-
slons of the present Feed Grains Program for
price-support loans, purchases, and In-kind
payments to program participants at about
the same levels of recent years. Participants
by diverting acreage from feed grain produc-
tion to conservation uses would receive, as
in the past, payments-in-kind to help main-
tain income.

The conference accepted the House bill
with the Senate amendment which permits
the Secretary to set the total price support
(both loan and payments) at a range be-
tween 656 and 80 percent of parity. The
House had set a minimum loan of 65 percent
of parity. The change allows the Secretary
to lower the present loan and increase the
present price support payment. The Senate
provision authorizing an alternative feed
grain program was deleted by the conference.

A requirement of the feed grain, cotton,
and wheat programs is that land taken out of
the production of these crops be devoted to
conservation uses. Each farm has estab-
lished a conservation base which is the av-
erage acreage of conserving uses on the farm
for 1959 and 1960. Since 1963, noncropland
which has been cleared and made into crop-
land has been added to the conservation base.
The Department of Agriculture has agreed
for 1966 that the farm conservation base will
not reflect the acreage of mnoncropland
brought into a cropland status since the base
period 1858-1960, if such new cropland was
not devoted to the production of crops in
surplus, This means that this new cropland
which has been devoted to the production
of soybeans will not be added to the conserv-
ing base.

TITLE IV—COTTON

The one-price cotton program, wherein
American mills buy U.S. cotton at the same
price it is offered to foreign mills, is extended
for 4 years, through 1969, with modifica-
tions. The conference substitute provides:

(1). Continuation of the 16-million-acre
national minimum allotment for cotton, but
establishes a domestic allotment within the
farm allotment which will be not less than
65 percent of each farm allotment.

{2) Mandatory 1214 -percent reduction for
1966 (instead of 15 percent in the House
bill) from the farm acreage allotment for
each farmer participating in the program, ex-
cept for small farmers who are exempt from
mandatory acreage cuts and receive special
treatment with respect to income. After
1966 the extent of mandatory reduction will
be not more than 1215 percent, as determined
by the Secretary.

{3) Loans to cooperators at not more than
90 percent of the estimated average world
market price for cotton (1966—21 cents),
avallable on the actual production of co-
operators, plus price support payments to
these cooperators, in an amount calculated
to reflect not less than 65 percent of parity
on the projected yleld of their acreage per-
mitted to be devoted to cotton.

(4) Payments for retired acreage at the
rate of not less than 25 percent of the parity
price multiplied by the projected yield of
the acreage required to be retired (up to 40
percent of parity on the balance) the farmer
(except those under the small farm exemp-
tion) being required to retire 121, percent
of his effective allotment and having the op-
tion of retiring an additional 22!, percent
of his allotment, to a total of 35 percent.

(5) A small farm exception stipulating that
there will not be mandatory reduction in
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the acreage of farmers with allotments of
10 acres or less or for those farmers whose
projected yield of the farm allotment is
3,600 pounds or less, that these small farm-
ers will receive on their production the same
level of price support provided for other
producers without making the reduction re-
quired of other producers, and a land re-
tirement payment as if they had reduced
their acreage by 35 percent. If a small farm-
er chooses to reduce his acreage to any level
down to 656 percent of his allotment, he will
receive an additional diversion payment at
the rate for voluntary diversion on this
acreage.

(6) Any producer with an allotment may
stay out of the program, receive no price
support or payments, and plant and sell cot~
ton into export without penalty, with the
national total of such nonprogram acreage
not to exceed 250,000 acres in 1966 and with
a stipulation that this total would be reduced
in 1967, 1968, and 1969 unless there is a pro-
portionate reduction in the national carry-
over of cotton.

(T) Allotted cotton acreage released by
farmers not wanting to plant any cotton in
8 glven year may be reapportioned to other
farmers within the county or in other coun-
ties within the state If not wanted within
the county where released. Farmers releas-
ing 871, percent of their allotments for re-
apportionment would be eligible for diversion
payments on 1214 percent of the allotment.

(8) Sale or lease of cotton acreage allot-
ments between farmers is authorized within
a county, or in other counties of the same
state if farmers within the county approve
in a referendum the movement of allotments
to purchasers in other counties.

(9) Cotton farmers may assign their di-
rect price support and diversion payments
to private lending agencies in obtaining pro-
duction loans.

{10) Exchange of rice and cotton allot-
ments, within a county or an adjoining
county, is authorized under terms and con-
ditlons approved by the Secretary.

(11) The price support payment is to be
made one-half at the time the farmer signs
up for the program, and the time of the
second half of the payment is left to the
Secretary's discretion. The House conferees
receded from the position that the balance
of payments to producers may be made only
when the producer divests himself of interest
in the cotton and concurred in the provision
that the balance of such payments shall be
made at such time as the Secretary may
determine.

The committee of conference emphasizes,
however, that the programs authorized by the
bill are designed to move cotton into trade
channels for domestic consumption and ex-
port. Reduced use of the CCC price support
loan program is contemplated. In any in-
stance where the Secretary finds that ware-
housemen, marketing assoclations, mer-
chants or others engaged in handling cotton
for producers, or participating in the pro-
gram to make price support loans available
to producers, are taking actions which en-
courage undue entries of cotton into the loan
program, the Secretary shall take such cor-
rective measures as may be necessary.

One of the major purposes of the bill is to
reduce domestic production of cotton.
Strong incentives are provided in the form
of direct payments to producers who coop-
erate by planting less than their allotted
cotton acreages. Very few farmers will forego
participating in the program. If this ap-
proach proves effective, production will be
less than domestic consumption and exports
and the surplus stocks held by CCC can be
gradually liquidated with minimum adverse
effects on world markets. Reduced stocks in
the United States will, of course, result in a
better supply-demand balance for cotton on
a worldwide basis. This will benefit all coun-
tries which produce cotton.
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The bill represents a significant step to-
ward establishing a free market for cotton in
the United States. It is a step toward doing
what other countries have been asking the
United States to do for many years. The new
CCC loan rate will no longer constitute an
incentive to farmers to produce unneeded
supplies of cotton.

With the loan rate at 21 cents for the 1966
crop and at not more than 80 percent of the
estimated world price for 1967, 1968, and 1969,
most of the annual production would be ex-
pected to move directly to markets through
normal commercial channels of trade, with
CCC having a substantially reduced role in
making loans and merchandising cotton.
Many foreign cotton-producing countries
have expressed an interest in this arrange-
ment for U.S. cotton.

Under the new program the U.S. export
price for cotton is expected to be more com-
petitive with prices in other exporting coun-
tries. The U.S. Government's cotton policy
will be administered in a responsible manner
as in the past. It is not the intention of the
Congress that large quantities of CCC stocks
be dumped on world markets at fire-sale
prices,

TITLE V—WHEAT

This title authorizes continuation of the
voluntary wheat certificate program for 4
years with modifications of current provi-
sions aimed at boosting wheat farmers’ in-
come by about $200 million a year, and pro-
viding more freedom in the marketing sys-
tem. Basically, it would call for a wheat pro-
gram for the 1966 through 1969 period similar
to the one In effect for the 1964 and 19656
crops.

The significant change from current oper-
ations would provide for price support for
wheat used domestically as food at 100 per-
cent of parity, and a variable export certifi-
cate, to supplement wheat farmers’ income.
The support price for wheat for domestic
food use would be increased about 57 cents
a bushel to around $2.567. This increase
would be accomplished by Government pay-
ments of 57 cents a bushel. Domestic wheat
users would continue to purchase certificates
at the difference between the loan rate and $2
a bushel on the amount of wheat used,

The conference bill increases the total
price support on wheat about 31, cents a
bushel over the House bill, to achieve a
minimum support level of $1.841; per bushel
for wheat during each of the next 4 years.
The escalated domestic certificate provision
in the Senate bill—relating the price of the
certificate to the price of bread—was deleted.
In this connection, however, it is the request
of the committee of conference that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture conduct a continuing
study of bread prices and that he report to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
of the Senate and the Committee on Agricul-
ture of the House any increases in bread
prices which do not appear to be justified
by increased costs of labor, materials, and
other factors.

The Senate provision dealing with the
exemptlon for second clears was adopted by
the conference. This change reflects an
agreement reached between all the corn and
wheat industries and the Department of
Agriculture as explained in the Senate Com-
mittee Report and is in accord with the basic
intent of the House provision.

It is the intention of the committee of
conference that the Secretary afirmatively
implement the exemption provided herein so
that it will become operative and provide
relief from the certificate liability imposed by
this act not later than 60 days following
enactment of this act.

Language adopted by the conference with
respect to the rate of return per bushel of
wheat follows:

“For the 1966 crop, price supports for wheat
accompanied by domestic certificates shall be
at 100 per centum of the parity price there-
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for, and price supports for wheat not accom-
panied by marketing certificates shall be not
less than $1.256 per bushel. For any crop of
wheat planted for harvest during the calen-
dar years 1967 through 1969 for which the
diversion factor is not less than 10 per cen-
tum, the total average rate of return per
bushel made available to cooperators on the
estimated production of his allotment based
on projected yield through loans, domestic
marketing certificates, estimated returns
from export marketing certificates, and di-
version payments for acreage diverted pur-
suant to section 339(a) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, shall
not be less than the total average rate of
return per bushel made available to coopera-
tors through loans and domestic marketing
certificates for the 1966 crop.”

TITLE VI—CROPLAND ADJUSTMENT

Under this title the Secretary would be
authorized to enter into 5- to 10-year con-
tracts with farmers calling for conversion
of cropland into vegetative cover, water stor-
age facilities or other soil, water, wildlife or
forest conserving uses. Payments under such
contracts would be at a rate of not more
than 40 percent of the annual market value
of the crop that would have been produced
on the land, as determined by the Secre-
tary. It is expected that about 8 million
acres per year would be added to this pro-
gram until it reaches its peak participation
of 40 million acres in 1970. The Secretary
is authorized to obligate not more than $225
million per year in new contracts signed dur-
ing each of the next four years, so that by
the end of the sign-up period contracts in
force could involve payments to a maximum
of 8900 million annually.

The conference committee also agreed to
(a) make tame hay, alfalfa and clovers eligi~
ble cropland for purposes of the program,
(b) require a farmer to place all of at least
one surplus crop into the program in 1966
in order to be eligible to participate (after
1966, the Secretary would have discretion to
set the required percentage), (c) require
prior ownership of the farm for at least 3
years before it could be placed in the pro-
gram, (d) require the Secretary to use the
bid procedure in signing up cropland un-
less he should find such a procedure is not
feasible, (e) allow either lump sum or an-
nual payments, (f) for 1966, cotton acreage
in a county could be excluded from the pro-
gram at the request of the county Agricul-
tural Stabilization and Conservation Com-
mittee (ASC), (g) authorize a wildlife ad-
visory board which would serve without com-
pensation or travel allowance, and (h) au-
thorize additional payments to farmers who
permit their land to be used, in cooperation
with a State agency, for hunting, fishing,
ete.

The committee of conference was con-
cerned lest the cumulative effect of acreage
reduction under both the cotton program
and the CAP program should severely dam-
age the economy of many cotton producing
areas. It has, therefore, incorporated the
requirement that the Secretary shall con-
sider the impact of acreage retirement on
the community—as well as the county (as
provided in House bill).

The conferees also obtalned from the Sec-
retary of Agriculture the following letter re-
garding his intention to limit cropland re-
tirement under the CAP program:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., Sept. 28, 1965.
Hon. Harorp D. CooLEY,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture,
House of Representatives.

DeAr Mgr. CHAIRMAN: A question has been
raised as to the extent to which the Depart-
ment would expect to contract for reduc-
tions in base and allotment crops in any
county under the cropland adjustment pro-
gram proposed in H.R. 9811.
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It would be the intent of the Department
to limit the acreage contracted in any year
insofar as a base or allotment crop is con-
cerned to not more than 10 percent of the
allotment or base acreage for that crop in
the county. It would be our intent to fur-
ther limit the acreage contracted over the
life of the program to not more than 25
percent of the base or allotment for the crop
for the county unless responsible representa-
tives of the county government and the
elected farmer ASCS committee for the
county agreed that more than 25 percent
could be contracted without adversely effect-
ing the economy of the county.

Sincerely,
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN.

TITLE VII—MISCELLANEOUS

Sectlon 701 and section 702 repeal the
provisions that acreage on all farms par-
ticipating in crop allotment programs must
be measured and provide that the Secretary
may use other methods such as certification
and spot-checking to determine compliance
with program objectives. The House bill had
authorized this for all crops except peanuts
and tobacco.

Section 703 extends for four years (the
same as the House bill) authority for leasing
of tobacco acreage but adds the provision
that for tobacco being allotted on an acre=
age-poundage basis, leases may be made on
the basis of pounds, rather than acres.

Section 704 extends the definition of
“boiling peanuts” for four years (instead of
the permanent extension provided in the
House bill),

Section 705 directs the Secretary of Agri-
culture to make a study of the parity income
position of farmers and report thereon to
Congress not later than June 30, 1966. This
combines related but somewhat different
provisions in the House and Senate bills.

Bection 706 is the House provision au-
thorizing any State agency administering
public lands to transfer an acreage allotment
from one farm to another in the same
county.

Section 707 enacts into law provisions of
administrative regulations relating to the
reconstitution of farms.

Section 708 authorizes the Secretary to use
projected ylelds in lieu of normal yields in
connection with all farm programs.

Section T09 authorizes the Secretary of
Agriculture to use CCC funds for the pur-
chase of dairy products when there is not a
sufficlent supply of such products in the
Commodity Credit Corporation to meet com-
mitments.

FARM LABOR

A provision relating to farm labor was in
the Senate bill but was deleted on the floor
by a narrow margin. In spite of the fact
that there is no provision with respect to
farm labor in either the House or Senate
bills, the committee of conference recognizes
that the success of any agricultural enter-
prise is dependent upon an adequate labor
force to carry out the farming operations.
It has voted to include in this statement of
managers the following statement on this
subject by the committee of conference:

“The committee of conference emphasizes
that an adequate force of capable labor is
essential to the efficient production and har-
vesting of agricultural commodities. It is
deeply concerned over the inadequate sup-
ply of such labor this year, particularly to
the producers of perishable crops.

“Agricultural labor shortages in 1965 have
had serious consequences. Crops have been
lost. Plantings have been reduced because of
uncertainty created by governmental poli-
cles with respect to agricultural labor. Crops
lost or not planted because of inadequate
labor will necessarily injure the consumer
and the economy as well as the farmer. They
will also reduce the number of job oppor-
tunities in agriculture and related industries.
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This shortage of capable labor has re-
sulted from administrative actions which
have failed to sufficiently recognize the needs
and problems of agriculture and which have
imposed requirements on farmers never au-
thorized by Congress. To avoid the subordi-
nation of agriculture’s interests, it is the
unanimous view of the conferees that the
Secretary of Agriculture should collect nec-
essary facts concerning requirements for and
avallability of agricultural labor and submit
such information to the Attorney General in
connection with determinations as
whether farmers are to have needed supple-
mental foreign labor,

““The Congress recognized the need for such
information and made provision therefor by
authorizing the Attorney General, in carrying
out his responsibilities, to consult with ap-
proprinte agencies of government. There is
no question but that the Department of Agri-
culture is the appropriate agency to deter-
mine facts concerning the requirements of
agriculture and the extent to which, and
timeliness by which, they are being met.

“It is the opinion of the conferees that un-
der the practice now prevailing in which the
Attorney General has relied almost entirely
on the Department of Labor, the findings
and recommendations of the Secretary of
Labor have been in many instances too little
and too late to meet the critical needs of
producers.”

TITLE VIII—RICE

Title VIII of the conference substitute pro-
vides for a 4-year rice diversion program,
effective only when the national allotment
is reduced below that for 1965. The House
bill contained no such provision. Under the
provision agreed to by the conferees, if rice
acreage allotments fall below the 1965 level,
the Secretary will be required to carry out a
diversion program similar to that for other
commodities. The title also provides that for
1966 and 1967, rice value factors may not be
reduced and differentials between value fac-
tors for the various varietles could not be
increased.

Harovrp D. COOLEY,
W. R. POAGE,
WarkKINs M. AEBITT,
HARLAN HAGEN,
FrRANK A. STUBBLEFIELD,
GRAHAM PURCELL.
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I present to the House for
its approval the conference report on
H.R. 9811, the Food and Agriculture Act
of 1965.

This legislation writes a new chapter
in the success story of American agricul-
ture. It brings together the experience
of three decades of effort in the Congress,
and in succeeding administrations, to
achieve and maintain a parity position
for the farm families of this country who
produce our food and fiber; it insures
abundant food at reasonable cost to con-
sumers; it avoids the accumulation of
surpluses: and it will accomplish all this
at a minimum cost to the Government.

I was honored to be elected chairman
of the House-Senate conference com-
mittee which adjusted the differences in
the bill as it earlier had passed both leg-
islative bodies. The conference draft of
the bill I now present, in my judgment, is
a refinement of, and it is superior to, the
bill previously passed by either the House
or the Senate.

It is a matter of pride and deep sat's-
faction that I now commend each mem-
‘ber of the conference committee which
developed this final draft of H.R. 9811.
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They are our colleagues, Representatives
Poace of Texas, AssITT of Virginia, Ha-
GEN of California, StuseLEFIELD of Ken-
tucky, PurcerLL of Texas, DaGue of
Pennsylvania, BercHEr of Oklahoma,
TeAGUE of California; and Senators EL-
LENDER of Louisiana, the chairman of the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, HoLLanp of Florida, EASTLAND
of Mississippi, Tarmance of Georgia,
Arxexn of Vermont, Younc of North Da-
kota, and Coorer of Kentucky.

I wish also to commend the members
of the staffs of the House Committee on
Agriculture and of the Senate Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry. They
worked far into the night, cooperating
with the conferences in an effort to com-
pose differences, make compromises, and
to present something here that I think
all of us should accept.

I never have known a committee of the
Congress to work with more dedication to
the accomplishment of a purpose in the
public interest. Although the members
of the conference representing the House
minority did not see fit to sign the con-
ference report, they worked diligently in
the conference and contributed in a sub-
stantial way toward adjusting the dif-
ferences between the House and Senate
versions of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, the Food and Agriculture
Act of 1965 is intended to maintain farm
income, stabilize prices, and assure ade-
quate supplies for consumers, to reduce
surpluses, lower Government costs in
farm programs, and to promote foreign
trade.

The bill continues for 4 years the one-
price cotton program, the feed grains
program, and the wheat program. It
establishes a cropland adjustment pro-
gram, intended to remove 40 million
acres from production. If removes the
necessity for dairymen to produce sur-
plus milk in order to preserve their in-
dividual participation in the markets for
milk for fluid consumption. It continues
the wool program through December 1969
with modifications to increase U.S. pro-
duction. It extends for 4 years author-
ity for leasing tobacco acreage and the
exemption of certain green peanuts from
marketing quotas. It authorizes lease or
sale of cotton allotments within a State.
It permits determination of compliance
with acreage allotments through meth-
ods other than measurement. It directs
the Department of Agriculture to make
a study of the parity income position of
farmers and report to Congress by June
30, 1966. It authorizes State agencies
administering public lands to transfer
acreage allotments from one farm to an-
other in the same county. It enacts into
law administrative regulations regarding
reconstitution of farms. It authorizes
use of projected yields in lieu of normasal
yields in connection with all farm pro-
grams. It authorizes use of CCC funds to
purchase dairy products when needed.

I shall not attempt here to set forth in
detail the provisions of all the titles of
the bill. Each Member already has had
the opportunity to read and study the
conference report, which was printed in
the REecorp, beginning on page 26391.
The statement of managers on the part
of the House, explaining the provisions
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of the wvarious titles, begins on page
26400. For those who may not have
read the Recorp, printed copies of the
report now are available to each of you.

Mr, Speaker, this bill, as has previous
legislation in the field of agriculture, in-
vests in the Secretary of Agriculture a
vast assortment of discretionary power.
It is necessary to do this because of the
complexities involved in administering
the programs for the various com-
modities.

We are fortunate to have a Secretary
who can be trusted with power. But to
achieve the purposes of this new and far-
reaching legislation he will need the con-
stant counsel of the Members of the Con-
gress who now are enacting this legisla-
tion and must ever be watchful of its ad-
ministration.

In this connection, as part of the legis-
lative record, I caution the Secretary to
be exceedingly careful in the adminis-
tration of the new cropland adjustment
program. The broad authority in this
program, used prudently, can make a
very large contribution to the produc-
tion and price stability in the whole of
agriculture; if used unwisely—especial-
ly with respect to cotton—it can cause
serious dislocations of people and damage
the total economy of many areas.

Under the cotton title of HR. 9811,
cotton production will be cut by 35 per-
cent by most farmers. Because of the
huge surplus, it is necessary to reduce
production sharply. But the Secretary
must realize that a further cut beyond
the provisions of the cotton title, by use
of cropland adjustment contracts, would
be imprudent and unwise in many areas
where the farm economy and the well-
being of rural communities depend in a
substantial way upon the services pro-
vided for agriculture.

Therefore, I would prefer that no con-
tracts whatever be made through the
cropland adjustment title in 1966, to
take out additional cotton land beyond
the severe acreage retirement provided
in the cotton title. This would permit
an assessment of the economic impact
of the 35 percent reduction farmers in
many areas will make next year under
the cotton program. This would allow
the release and reapportionment pro-
gram to function. It would give the cot-
ton allotment lease or sale provisions of
this new legislation a chance to function.

If the Secretary insists upon making
cropland adjustment contracts, to take
out cotton acreage in 1966 in addition to
that idled under the cotton program,
then I suggest that as a maiter of mod-
eration and wisdom no contracts be
made in any county where the acreage
in 1966 will be reduced overall by more
than 25 percent below the actual har-
vested acreage in such county in 1965.

I will say to the House that I am in-
terested in the successful operation of
the legislation now before us for final
approval. I want to see the cropland
adjustment program operate success-
fully. I here want to admonish those
who will administer the cropland adjust-
ment program that if prudence and wis-
dom to a very high degree do not pre-
vail, then, it is my firm conviction that



October 8, 1965

the Congress will deny any further funds
for the operation of this program beyond
1966.

‘Mr. Speaker, I am proud to have had
a part in developing the legislation now
before us. I did not get everything I
wanted in the bill. Perhaps no one of
us did. But this legislation overall sets
up machinery which, properly admin-
istered by the dedicated people in the
Department of Agriculture, will accom-
plish great benefits for our farmers and
for the people generally who make up
this great country of ours.

This bill affects all of America. Every
man, woman, and child in this Nation
has a great interest in the bill that we
are now presenting. I think we all
would agree that when the farmers of
the Nation are impoverished, the Nation
itself is in danger. When we have a ter-
rific impact on agriculture, the impact is
immediately felt by those in all walks of
life.

I need not make an agriculture speech
and tell the Members about the grand
success of agriculture in this country fur-
ther than to say that the farmers of this
Nation have performed very magnifi-
cently. We are living in a land of great
abundance, and we are told that in a few
years from now we shall need to be able
to use all of the food and fiber that we
can harvest from our flourishing fields.

A short while ago I attended a meeting
at White Sulphur Springs at which many
economists told us in eloguent language
that in 1975 we would need 50 million
acres of additional land in production.
The situation has changed. They are
the same economists who recently were
telling us that we need 50 million acres
less than we now have in production.
This bill contemplates retirement of
about 40 million acres.

I hope that the House will accept the
conference report. Iam certain that the
farmers of the Nation will be benefited
and that the general economy will like-
wise be benefited.

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. LANDRUM. Will the gentleman
explain briefly the contents of the con-
ference report with regard to the cotton
section as it relates to the House-passed
bill? What is the difference between the
provisions in the cotton section of the
bill passed by the House and the provi-
sions in the conference report?

Mr. COOLEY. When the bill came
out of our committee, it had many cbjec-
tionable features, as the gentleman well
knows. Even when the bill went from
the House and was sent to the committee,
it was still objectionable. But in the
conference we composed our differences.

The gentleman will recall that our
committee and the House of Repre-
sentatives authorized unlimited produe-
tion of cotton for export by farmers who
wished to forego all the benefits of the
cotton program. I was frightened by it.
I think others were frightened by that
provision. The Senate provided that a
man could exceed his cotton allotment
by 50 percent, if he did not care to par-
ticipate in the cotton program.
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In the conference we agreed to do away
with our provision, and we have a provi-
sion in the conference report for over-
planting to the extent of 250,000 acres
throughout the Nation in 1966 and,
after 1966, on condition that we are able
to reduce our carryover of cotton. If
applications to overplant exceed 250,000
acres, the Secretary is authorized to pro-
rate that among the applicants.

I believe we have what you might call
a “muzzle” on overplanting. I do not
know of anyone in my State—or anyone
in Georgia—who wants to grow cotton for
21 cents or 22 cents a pound and sell on
the world market, but there are some
growers in the West who wanted this pro-
vision, so we went along with it, after we
cut it down.

In the House bill we required a 15 per-
cent mandatory reduction in the allot-
ment of each farmer cooperating in the
program. The Senate required a 10 per-
cent mandatory reduction., After days
and days of talking, we compromised
that provision and split the difference.
Now we require only a 1215 percent man-
datory reduction.

The Senate had a 10-acre provision for
the little grower. That likewise was
changed. We had no small grower pro-
vision in the House bill. The 10 acres
in California, New Mexico, Arizona, or
the delta means a lot more in bales, in
pounds, than it does in my State or in
your State of Georgia. So we compro-
mised that, after days and days of dis-
cussion, and we provided that the little
grower with an allotment of 10 acres or
less or producing 3,600 pounds or less
would not be subject to the mandatory
acreage cut, although he could partici-
pate in the voluntary acreage retirement
under the cotton program. I believe
those are the two rather substantial
changes in the cotton section.

Mr. LANDRUM. I thank the gentle-
man. I commend the gentleman nof
only for his splendid efforts in bringing
the bill out of his committee and man-
aging it through the House, but also for
the fine work he and his fellow conferees
have done in producing this conference
report.

Mr. COOLEY.
very much.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. ABERNETHY. When the bill left
the House there was a provision provid-
ing for a loan of 90 percent of the aver-
age world market price, or about 21
cents for 1968, plus a 9-cent payment.
The 9-cent payment, as I understand it,
was taken out in conference. What pro-
vision was made for the difference in
payment between the 21 cents and the
normal price support?

Mr. COOLEY. Normally it would be,
I believe, 21 cents plus 9.42.

Mr. ABERNETHY. That is left in?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I thought it was
taken out and some substitute was made
for such.

The overplanting provision, according
to a press release by my chairman, of
October 6, was retained. The release in-
dicated that production from overplanted

I thank the gentleman
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acreage could only be marketed in export.
Is that correct?

Mr,. COOLEY. We discussed that sub-
ject at great length.. Anyone who over-
plants, under this bill, can only grow for
export,

Mr. ABERNETHY. Could a farmer
plant his normal allotment and get the
normal price support on that, that is,
not less than 65 percent of parity, and
also overplant for export?

Mr. COOLEY. If he overplanted, hav-
ing an assignment of export market
acres, he would be automatically out of
the program and all of his production
would go to exports, without any Gov-
ernment subsidy, without any Govern-
ment payment of any kind. If he over-
planted, without an assignment of
export acres, he would be subject fo mar-
keting penalties as under the current
program.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I have one other
question. The bill provides that a
farmer with an allotment of more than
10 acres must take a 1215 -percent cut if
he wishes to participate in the price sup-
port program.

Mr. COOLEY. That iscorrect.

Mr. ABERNETHY. That leaves 87l%
percent. If he plants 87 percent of his
allotment he would receive, as I under-
stand it, under the conference report as
well as the House bill, only the 21-cent
price support, or 90 percent of the aver-
age world market price, and no pay-
ments?

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY.
man from Texas.

Mr. POAGE. He will receive a loan at
90 percent of the world prices or a flat
21 cents in 1966.

Mr. ABERNETHY. ThatiswhatIam
speaking about.

Mr. POAGE. And then will receive
a payment the minimum of which, com-
bined with the loan, will be 28 cents for
the 1966 crop, because we have the 65
percent of parity provision in here, which
says that you cannot go below 65 percent
of parity on the production of the per-
mitted acres, that is the acreage a
farmer can plant and still qualify as a
cooperator.

Mr. ABERNETHY. When the bill left
the House a farmer was compelled to idle
15 percent of his allotment in order to
participate in the loan program and now
it is 1215 percent. When the bill left the
House, if he plented his 85 percent, he
could not receive any payments except
diversion payments.

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Oh, yes.

Mr. COOLEY. No. As the bill left the
House, a farmer who retired 15 percent
of his allotment and planted the remain-
ing 85 percent would be eligible for loans
on all cotton produced and for both
price support and diversion payments.
The same is true under the conference
report except that the percentages are
12% and 87%.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Let us say he
planted 65 percent of his allotment and
he gets a loan of 90 percent of the aver-
age world market price or thereabout.
Is that right so far?

I yield to the gentle-
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Mr. COOLEY. Yes, if he vlanted 65
percent of his allotment he is a coopera-
tor and is eligible for the loan and price
support and land retirement payments.

Mr. ABERNETHY. The 9-cent pay-
ment, then, is taken out of the bill we
kad in the House?

Mr. COOLEY. No.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I wish somebody
would explain it. It certainly is not clear.

Suppose I planted 87 percent of my
allotment. What would I receive?

Mr. COOLEY. For 1966 you would
get the loan at 21 cents on all cotton
produced, the price-support payment
now estimated at 9.42 cents a pound on
the domestic allotment which is 65 per-
cent of the farm allotment and, in addi-
tion, payment would be received on the
1215 percent diverted at a rate of about
1015 cents a pound.

Mr, ABERNETHY. Payments on the
121 percent?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes, and the loan and
other payment I have mentioned.

Mr, ABERNETHY. And there is no
9-cent payment any more?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. The minimum
price-support payment is 9 cents as in
the bill as it left the House.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I am not clear,
but maybe it will be made clear before
this is all over.

Mr, COOLEY. The cotton title, ac-
cording to figures supplied by the De-
partment of Agriculture, will provide to
all cotton farmers a total income com-
parable to income received for the 1964
crop. On an individual farm basis, a
cooperator who reduces his acreage the
minimum amount required will receive
a blend price of 291 cents per pound.
For a farmer who reduces his plantings
25 percent, his blend price will be 32.67
cents per pound. If the farmer elects to
comply with his domestic allotment
which is 85 percent of his regular allot-
ment his blend price will be 36.07 cents
per pound. All prices would be in-
creased by the margin that the market
price exceeds the loan price.

For a small farmer having an allot-
ment of 10 acres or less, or on which the
acreage allotment times the yield is 3,600
pounds or less, the blend prices would
vary according to the amount of allotted
acreage the farmer decided to divert. If
he elects to plant his full allotment his
blend price will be 30.8 cents per pound.
If he takes a 1215 percent reduction vol-
untarily his blend price will be 33.7
cents. If he takes a voluntary reduction
of 25 percent his blend price is 37.5 cents
and if he elects to divert the full 35 per-
cent and plant only his domestic allot-
ment his blend price is 41.7 cents and is
approximately 100 percent of parity.

Blend prices are computed on the
basis of a 21-cent price-support loan plus
a price support payment of 9.42 cents per
pound on his domestic allotment plus a
diversion payment of 10l. cents per
pound times the projected yield for the
acreage diverted.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. Iyield to my col-
league from North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I
realize all of us know the difficult task
which the chairman of the Committee on
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Agriculture and his fellow committee
members have had in this legislation.
As one who is particularly interested in
the cotton section and the cotton title,
title IV, I would like to express to the
chairman, my colleague from North Car-
olina, and to the other conferees my com-
mendation and appreciation for the
splendid job that they have done.

Mr. COOLEY. I thank the gentleman,
and I want to observe that the gentle-
man who is now speaking represents one
of the greatest textile distriets in this
whole country of ours. Textiles are not
only important in his distriet but to the
whole State of North Carolina where we
have more textile mills and more textile
workers than in any other State in the
Union.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has again expired.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

Mr, JONAS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr, JONAS. Are the release pro-
visions in this conference report satis-
factory to the growers?

Mr, COOLEY. The release and re-

apportionment?
Mr. JONAS, Yes.
Mr. COOLEY. I think so. We are

depending upon a reasonable adminis-
tration of the cropland adjustment pro-
gram that will not wreck the release and
reapportionment program. We have
stated here the right of the cotton
farmer to sell or lease his allotment from
one farmer to another, and we have
these payments in here. Heretofore
these farmers have been releasing cotton
in a substantial volume without any pay-
ment at all. Now they will be paid
through releasing them.

Mr. JONAS. My colleague knows how
important it is to the cotton producers.
I merely wanted the record to show
what I think is the fact, that this pro-
vision is beneficial to them.

Mr. COOLEY. It is not only impor-
tant to the producer but it is important
to every little cotton community in this
country.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. NELSEN. Do I understand in the
feed grain section the authority granted
to the Secretary will permit him to drop
the loan level below what he is now per-
mitted to drop it?

Mr. COOLEY. May I suggest to the
gentleman that he address those gues-
tions to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Poacel, who will take some time a little
later on.

Mr. NELSEN. I shall withhold my
questions for Mr, PoaAGe.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REecorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, the
managers on the part of the House in
their statement included comments al-
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leging that in 1965 as a result of agri-
cultural labor shortages there have been
first, crop losses; second, reduction of
plantings; third, administrative actions
which have failed to sufficiently recog-
nize the needs and problems of agri-
culture; and, fourth, there have been in-
juries to the consumer and the economy,
as well as the farmer.

I think it should be made clear at the
outset that this statement on farm labor
by the managers is entirely out of order
and in no way a reflection of the body’s
view of the actions taken by the Depart-
ment of Labor. I think it more appro-
priate that we be guided by two very
salient facts: The House in its delibera-
tions concerning the Food and Agricul-
ture Act did not even seriously consider
or discuss the Department’s and the Sec-
retary of Labor’s handling of the agri-
cultural labor situation. This matter
was never brought to a vote, no amend-
ments were proposed, and no action was
taken in the House. On the Senate side,
however, the Secretary’s stewardship of
the farmworker program was specif-
ically considered in a proposed amend-
ment to the act. This amendment was
subsequently stricken as a result of a
rollcall vote.

Let me turn now to some of the spe-
cific charges that have been made.
There has been much talk and publicity,
depicting in lurid detail, erop losses re-
sulting from a shortage of agricultural
labor. We have been subjected to many
pathetic tales of crops rotting in the fields
for want of labor, or more particularly
for want of foreign labor. The Secretary
has been characterized as being intran-
sigent and arbitrary in his refusal to is-
sue certifications attesting to shortage
of domestic workers. Such certifications
by the Immigration and Naturalization
Service are the basis for authorizing the
importation of foreign workers.

I would like to discuss one particular
crop which probably has received more
publicity than any other. Some of my
colleagues in California have contended
that the actions of the Secretary of
Labor are responsible for cutbacks in the
tomato acreage and stories have ap-
peared in the Nation’s press making the
point over and over again that were it
not for the Secretary of Labor tomato
production would be significantly higher
in California. The Secretary has denied
these charges, but unfortunately his side
of the case has not received a fair hear-
ing. The Information Office of the De-
partment of Labor is no mateh for the
propaganda mills of the many grower
organizations who are not really inter-
ested in whether or not there has been a
loss of crop, but are concentrating their
efforts in mounting a vicious propaganda
campaign to discredit the Secretary and
thereby reinstate the Mexican labor pro-
gram, a program which this House in its
wisdom and with the concurrence of the
Senate decided should be terminated.
Let me set the record straight. There
have been decreased tomato plantings in
California this year but it is in no way
related to a shortage of labor. Let me
quote a statement made February 10,
1965. This statement was made not by
Secretary of Labor but by Robert Holt.
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Mr. Holt is the manager of the Califor-
nia Tomato Growers Association. In his
annual report to the association, he said
the following:

Recently we have reviewed the statistics
showing supply and movement of canned to-
matoes and tomato products. In almost all
cases both the supply and the movement
have increased over last year. Supply is any-
where from 13 percent down on some items
to 19 percent up on others. The movement
range s somewhat similar. Within the next
few weeks growers will be faced with having
to make a decision on whether or not to plant
tomatoes. It is our considered opinion that
the present indicators of supply and demand
reflect that the acreage for 18656 should be
cut approximately 25 percent, and that Cali-
fornia should expect to harvest and market
processed tomatoes from somewhere between
105,000 to 110,000.

And despite Mr. Holt's recommenda-
tion the actual acreage harvested in 1965
is expected to be in the neighborhood of
116,000. So much for the alleged crop
loss in tomatoes.

One further word with regard to the
general subject of crop losses. We are
asked to believe according to the news-
paper accounts and some of the state-
ments of some of my colleagues that
every crop loss occurring this year, and
there have been some crop losses, is a
result of labor shortages caused by the
Secretary’s poor administration of the
Government’s farm labor program. This
of course is a very simple approach to
what is actually a very complex situa-
tion. There are crop losses every year.
Frequently unusual weather conditions,
such as unseasonal frosts, or extreme
heat causes crops to be lost. All of us
are aware of the tragic floods affecting
many parts of the country this year. In
addition to the loss of lives and property,
there has been some loss of crops. Mar-
ket conditions at the time of harvest can
affect a grower’s decision whether or not
it is economically feasible to harvest his
crop. A grower may decide to plow his
crop under, rather than harvest if the
price is not right and anyone who is
familiar with the agricultural industry
knows that this is not an unusual occur-
rence. There are many factors affecting
the condition of a crop and I have no
intention of engaging in a long disserta-
tion on the farmer’s plight. We all know
that in States other than Nevada and
New Hampshire farming is the only form
of legalized gambling permitted. Despite
the many uncertainties affecting the
agricultural industry the propaganda
mills have been turning out reams of
publicity attempting to convince the
American public that every time there is
a crop loss the Secretary of Labor is to
blame.

With almost equal fervor there have
been claims that consumer prices have
soared as a result of labor shortages.
The facts of the matter just do not sup-
port these claims. Wholesale prices in
August showed a decrease in vegetable
prices of 14 percent below a year ago.
There were also reductions in canned
fruits and vegetable items as a result of
plentiful supplies from the 1965 crops.
Some examples of current prices of
major crops: canned tomatoes have in-
creased from $1.50 a case to $1.61 but
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fresh market tomatoes are down from
$4,15 a carton to $3.03; the price of let-
tuce, which is highly volatile was at $3.38
a carton this August compared to $3.25
last year, but in July it was $2.08 com-
pared to $4.38 last year; a quart of
strawberries sold for exactly the same
price—3$0.75 this year as it did last year
in August; melons have increased
slightly from $3.40 to $3.95 in August;
but oranges have dropped significantly
from $5.06 in 1964 to $3.07 this year; the
price of a crate of cantaloups has fluctu-
ated greatly over the course of the year,
in August it was up to $6.25 compared
to $5.75 last year; however, the month
before it was only $7.50 compared to
$8.19 in July of 1964. In the last exam-
ple grapes were selling in August of last
year for $4.06 compared to $3.59 this
August. The crops I have selected were
those in which foreign worker employ-
ment was significant last year. As you
can see there has not been any balloon-
ing of prices, and if we look at all fruit
and vegetable prices we would find that
there actually has been a decrease. The
last point I would like to discuss now
is the Secretary’s administrative actions.
The managers claim that the needs and
problems of agriculture have not been
sufficiently recognized. In my opinion
nothing could be further from the truth.
I will not burden you with a description
of the many special programs initiated
by the Labor Department to ease the
transition from reliance on farm labor
to full utilization of domestic agricul-
tural workers. In terminating Public
Law 78 the Congress gave to the Secre-
tary a clear mandate that he use the full
authority of his office to promote the
employment of domestic workers and
that he limit to the greatest possible
extent, the importation of foreign agri-
cultural labor. I think the record shows
clearly that the Secretary has admin-
istered the farm labor program in a fair
and reasonable manner. In those in-
stances where sufficient numbers of
domestic workers have not been available
to harvest the crops, Secretary Wirtz
has recognized these emergency situa-
tions and certified to the need for foreign
agricultural workers. He has acted in
a responsible manner and administered
the program so that domestic workers
have been fully protected from any pos-
sible adverse effect resulting from the
admission of foreign labor.

I think also that this House should be
made aware of the tremendous pressures
that have been exerted upon the Secre-
tary. He has been more than reason-
able despite the abuse and vilification to
which he has been subjected. Let me
cite a specific example: New England
growers predicted that their apple crop
would be lost unless 1,400 Canadian
workers were admitted. After carefully
reviewing and considering information
supplied by these growers, the Secretary
certified to the need for 1,075 workers in
the various Northeast States. The har-
vest is now virtually completed and yet
only 691 Canadian workers were actually
employed. In Massachusetts, growers
claimed they needed 500 foreign workers.
The Secretary, based on the data sup-
plied to him by these growers, certified
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to the need for 350 workers, but only 179
Canadian workers were actually em-
ployed. This same pattern was observed
in most of the other northeastern apple-
growing States. Maine requested 341
workers, actually employed 222; New
Hampshire requested 500 workers, actu-
ally employed 215; Rhode Island re-
quested 30 workers, actually employed
25; Vermont requested 55 workers, actu-
ally employed 50. :

In closing I would like to say that as
Secretary of Labor, Mr. Wirtz has con-
tinued and reenforced the policies, ini-
tiated by his predecessors in that office,
designed to prevent the importation of
foreign workers from adversely affecting
the wages and working conditions of the
domestic farm work force. He has been
reasonable and he has been fair. The
language in the statement by the man-
agers on the part of the House concern-
ing farm labor is gratuitous. I think it
should be made clear that it does not re-
flect the sentiment of this body.

Mr. COOLEY. I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
DaguEel. g

Mr. DAGUE. Mr. Speaker, may I
preface my remarks by saying that my
statement is certainly no criticism of the
leadership of the conference. I think we
had some of the ablest leadership mani-
fested in this conference that we have
enjoyed at any time, in the hands of the
chairman and the ranking majority
member.

But now that the conference on H.R.
9811 has been completed, I would like to
take a few minutes to explain why I did
not choose either to sign the conference
report, or vote for it.

First let me say that this conference
committee has worked very hard for the
past 2 weeks on many detailed and com-
plex provisions. I might add that as far
as the House conferees are concerned, I
think the House can be assured that the
position of this body was well repre-
sented. The fact that the conference
committee worked diligently, however,
does not alter the fact that what they
worked on, was not, in my opinion, in the
best long-range interest of farmers, con-
sumers, and taxpayers.

There are two basic reasons why I feel
that this legislation is not desirable.
First, because it commits our farm pro-
gram even further to the principle that
direct Government payments should be
a cornerstone of farm policy. We have,
in effect, in this bill, a large part of what
is known as the Brannan plan. With
cotton being added to the list of crops
which receive direct cash payments from
the Treasury, we have moved another
giant step toward the day when farmers
will be absolutely dependent on Govern-
ment payments for their economic sur-
vival. This trend, of course, has been
developing during the past several years,
and in 1964 Government payments ac-
counted for nearly 20 percent of realized
net farm income. In 1965 this percent-
age will most certainly be at least 20 per-
cent. In 1966 and subsequent years this
percentage is surely going to grow under
the provisions of H.R. 9811. I am con-
vinced that this trend is not in the best
interest of American agriculture, and I
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am afraid that some day farmers will
have to face an unhappy reckoning when
they find that their continually shrink-
ing numbers have resulted in a Congress
no longer oriented to rural interests and
the high costs of farm programs.

The second major reason that I can-
not support H.R. 9811 is that I believe it
will prove to be most costly and ineffec-
tive. Generally speaking, the House bill
increased the costs of the programs origi-
nally proposed by the administration.
For example: The House action in mak-
ing the extra 50-cent payments from the
U.S. Treasury on the domestic produc-
tion of wheat added another $200 mil-
lion a year to the original administration
bill.

The conference committee bill has in
many instances increased the costs of the
House bill by either adopting more ex-
pensive amendments of the other body
or by compromising with the conferees
from the other body on provisions of
their bill which were more expensive.
For example: The conference committee
adopted cotton provisions dealing with
overplanted acreage, small farm mini-
mums, and minimum price supports
which, in my opinion, will add approxi-
mately another $100 million a year to
the cost of the program as proposed by
the House.

In Wednesday night’s Washington
Star there was a wire story reporting the
progress of the conference committee.
In this story, spokesmen for the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture are quoted as
saying “this measure should cut between
$300 and $400 million from the more
than $4 billion now spent annually on
crop control programs.”

Mr. Speaker, I just do not think this
prediction will turn out to be true.

Another very expensive part of this
legislation, which I humbly predict will
turn out to be the most expensive farm
bill ever passed, is the cropland adjust-
ment title. This program calls for the
retirement of some 40 million acres of
farmland during the next 4 years. Un-
der the terms of the conference bill, up
to $9 billion is authorized for making
payments under this program during the
life of all contracts which can run for
as long as 10 years. These enormous
expenditures for this new program will,
of course, be in addition to the cost of
present programs.

While this program has been described
as one to save money on annual com-
modity expenditures, I feel that in the
long run it will turn out to be an addi-
tional cost over and above the cost of
the commodity programs involved in this
bill. I predict also that the commodity
programs for cotton, feed grains, and
wheat during the next 4-year period will
cost taxpayers more than has been the
case in any previous 4-year period in
time. Why is this so, one may legiti-
mately ask. The main reason, I feel, is
that the programs themselves will not
be effective instruments in holding down
the continuing inecreases in production
that American agriculture is capable of
generating.

The gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. CooLEY] and the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Poacel have set forth the
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major provisions of this legislation. I
would like to add a few comments on
some of the major controversial provi-
sions in this legislation and how these
issues were settled.

The dairy title of H.R. 9811 deals with
the establishment of a class I dairymen'’s
base plan. This means that the provi-
sions in the House bill leaving producer-
handlers’ legal status unchanged will be
in effect during the life of the class I
plan. The adoption of the House lan-
guage also means that individual dairy
farmers will vote in any referendum held
on the class I plan. These questions
were the major differences between the
House and the other body in regard to
dairy legislation.

On wool the House prevailed in its
insistence on the deletion of authority
for graduated payments to small wool
producers, while accepting the other
body’s formula for establishing a support
level during the next 4 years.

On feed grains the conference commit-
tee gives greater discretion to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture in the administra-
tion of the feed grain program. The
conference bill allows him to lower the
loan price on corn below 65 percent of
parity, the floor provided by the House
bill. Deleted by the conference com-
mittee was the other body’s amendment
authorizing an alternative feed grain
program which would have placed heavy
emphasis on diversion payments to par-
ticipating farmers.

On cotton the major issues were the
degree of mandatory reduction, special
provisions for small farms, the degree of
permitted overplanting, and total price
support level.

It occurs to me as one who claims to
be no expert on cotton that this pro-
gram seems to be chasing itself. While
some cotton farmers will be paid not to
grow cotton in order to reduce the near-
record surplus, others will be permitted
to grow an additional 250,000 acres a
year. While the production from this
additional acreage is earmarked for ex-
port markets, there seems to be little
question that its existence will only ne-
gate the effectiveness of this program.
Other cotton provisions are similarly
written in such a manner as to not really
do the job of reducing production.
Therefore, in my opinion, it is unlikely
that any significant results will be forth-
coming from the new cotton program
which most likely will cost as much or
more than the present extravagant pro-
gram.

On wheat the conferees agreed to de-
lete the provision which was in the other
body’s bill dealing with an escalated
bread tax. In reaching this agreement
the conferees added another 7 cents
per bushel to the taxpayers’ cost of sub-
sidizing domestic wheat production. Let
us remember that the present wheat pro-
gram is costing taxpayers something like
$1.2 billion annually in addition to the
$375 million spent each year by con-
sumers for domestic wheat certificates
which wheat millers and bakers must
purchase in order to process wheat.
These taxpayer costs, I predict, will be
increased at least $235 million a year
more by H.R. 9811.
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On cropland adjustment the confer-
ees have set up a program which allows
the Secretary of Agriculture to commit
$225 million per year in each year of the
signup period. This means that farm-
ers signing up under this program might.
run up the annudl cost of this program
some $900 million per year. If all the
contracts signed were 10-year contracts,
the total oblization of taxpayers by 1980,
when this program ends, could be as high
as $9 billion. Of course, no one expects
all these contracts to be for 10 years,
but even if only half of them were for
10 years, the total costs could run to $7.5
billion.

On rice the provisions allowing di-
version payments to rice farmers during
the next 2 years were adopted. These
costs again represent an additional cost
burden on the taxpayer.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the conference
committee has added to the list of com-
modities involved in Federal farm pro-
grams one which apparently has escaped
Federal assistance and management. It
is one which I had never heard of be-
fore. I refer to that everyday commod-
ity known to everyone as plantago ovato,
a botanic cousin of what is known in the
West as Indian wheat grass. Under the
cotton, wheat, and feed grains sections of
this bill farmers across America will be
eligible to produce plantago ovato on
acreage diverted from these ecrops, pro-
vided they accept a reduction in the di-
version payments to which they would
otherwise be entitled. If past patterns
prevail, this will be just the beginning for
plantago ovato’s participation in Fed-
eral farm programs. The complexities,
the controls, the subsidies, and the red-
tape generated by the Department of
Agriculture most likely will now engulf
this new and hitherto unknown and un-
regulated commodity.

And what a strange twist of fate this
is. Plantago ovato is a plant from which
chemists and scientists are able to pro-
ducc birth control pills. Thus, in a bill
which is distinetive for its lack of control
of the public purse, a crop used to control
birth in humans ends up being controlled
by humans themselves.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr, MaHON].

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
record my opposition to the conference
report, especially as it applies to the cot-
ton section.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. GREIGG]. !

Mr. GREIGG. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, today, rural America re-
ceived a substantial boost. This comes
as a result of the action taken by this
body in accepting the agriculture confer-
ence report. While this measure directly
affects the agricultural economy, it very
markedly affects every facet and segment
of the total American economy. As a
member of the House Agriculture Com-
mittee, I can report to you that the ad-
ministration sought a 2-year farm bill.
I am pleased and proud that the judg-
ment of the committee prevailed, as we
now have approved a 4-year farm pro-
gram. As a result of this 4-year pro-
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gram, our farmers can place into action
some concrete plans for the future. For
a long period of time, the American
farmer has been caught in a severe cost-
price squeeze. It is indeed imperative
that the American farmer realize im-
proved farm income. I firmly bhelieve
that, with the passage of this measure,
the farmers in my area applaud the ac-
tions of the majority of the Members of
this body who, by their vote in support
of this program, indicated a real concern
for rural America.

In representing my constituents, my
concern has been for the continuance of
an effective feed grains program. This
program has been most beneficial to my
congressional district in northwest Towa,
and throughout all of Towa. One of the
moving purposes behind my candidacy
for Congress was the relationship that
we, in the Midwest and particularly
northwest Iowa, were in great need of
representation which accepted the prin-
ciple of the need for such forward look-
ing programs as the feed grains program.
However, I want to make it very clear
that, while the subject of feed grains is
so essential to my district, I have come
to appreciate the real concerns of all
of the many and varied agricultural com-
modities included in this measure. Mr.
Speaker, the present farm bill is no
panacea of perfection. We have a long
way to go. But this type of program has
made it possible for higher prices for our
commodities and has been remarkably
effective in the reduction of surpluses.
I wish to commend the very able and dis-
tinguished chairman of the House Agri-
culture Committee, the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. Harorp COOLEY],
and my very thorough and dedicated
subcommittee chairman, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. RoBERT PoAGE], for their
masterful leadership in directing this
essential agricultural measure.

I wish, at this time, to bring to the
attention of my colleagues some very
meaningful statistics as they relate to
the feed grains program.

The feed grain program has been out-
standingly successful in reducing sur-
pluses, increasing farm income, and pro-
moting stability in the livestock and feed
grain sector of agriculture during the
past 4 years.

Stocks of feed grains at the end of the
1964 crop marketing season will be down
to 55 million tons, the smallest since
1957 and more than one-third below the
peak level of 85 million tons at the end
of the 1960 crop season. The signifi-
cance of this reduction becomes even
more meaningful when considered
against the continuing yearly buildup
in the surplus during the 1961-62 period.

The feed grain program has enabled
producers to realize $3 billion more for
their crops than at the 1960 level. Over-
all net farm income in 1965 is now es-
timated at $13.5 billion, the highest since
1953. The feed grain program is con-
tributing significantly to improved in-
come level.

Farm corn prices averaged $1.16 per
bushel in 1964, higher than at any time
since the mid-1950’s. Prices, thus far,
in 1965 have generally been above this
1964 level. This price improvement is
in sharp contrast to the downward di-
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rection of feed grain prices during the
period prior to the program. In 1960,
farm corn prices averaged less than $1
per bushel, the lowest in nearly 20 years.
In November of that year, prices in my
home State of Iowa dropped to 75 cents
per bushel.

The improved feed grain supply
situation is a tremendous stabilizer
for the livestock and poultry industry
which provides more than half of yearly
agricultural income. A continuation
into the 1960’s of the feed grain produc-
tion and price trend in the 1950’s would
have had a catastrophic impact on live-
stock and poultry output and prices.

The achievement in working the feed
grain surplus down is even more remark-
able in light of the yield increases reg-
istered during the past few years. The
corn yield for the 1965 crop is now es-
timated at more than 68 bushels per
acre, nearly 25 percent above the 1960
figure of 54.5 bushels. This means with
one-fourth less acreage production would
equal the 1960 level when more than 200
n}mitm bushels were added to the sur-
plus. -

Despite increased yields, the program
has made substantial inroads in the sur-
plus through a better balance between
production and needs. During the first
4 years of the program, more than 1 mil-
lion farmers each year have participated
to hold more than 110 million acres out
of production and in conservation uses.

The magnitude of this acreage is read-
ily apparent in that it is just shy of the
total yearly feed grain plantings. If this
acreage had been in production during
the past 4 years, as it would have under
the old program, the economic distress
in the feed grain and livestock sectors
of agriculture would have been wide-
spread.

Lower feed grain prices and increasing
supplies would have been a powerful
stimulus for higher livestock and poul-
try production pressuring prices for com-
modities to lower and lower levels. A
feed oversupply means cheap feed.
Cheap feed means ruinous prices for
livestock and livestock products.

Even though livestock feeding would
have increased, the Government accu-
mulation of surplus grain would have
gone to new record levels each year with
mounting costs and unbelievable storage
problems. The feed grain surplus in-
stead of being down more than one-third
from the peak 85-million-ton level as it is,
would not be at least 50 to 60 percent
higher. While costs under the feed
grain program have been high, the ulti-
mate Government costs because of a
higher surplus level under a continua-
tion of the old program would have been
at least $2 billion more.

The popularity of the feed grain pro-
gram among farmers continues to in-
crease. This year, nearly 1.5 million
farmers, a record number, have signed
up to hold more than 35 million acres out
of production also a record in terms of
acreage. The program has enabled
farmers to achieve an improved feed
grain supply-demand relationship while
giving their incomes a boost.

The alternative to the feed grain pro-
gram is a return to the program of the
1950’s with no provision for diverting

26407

acreage from production. Prices would
be supported between 50 and 90 percent
of parity, but at a level which would
not result in increasing CCC corn stocks,
This, in effect, would mean the minimum:
level of about 75 to 80 cents per bushel
for corn and correspondingly low prices
for other feed grains. The increased
yields and land available for production
would mean that the gains of the past
4 years in reducing feed grain stocks
would be lost in probably only 2 years.
Returns from feed grain would be down,
and low feed prices would eventually
spread as a disruptive influence on the
livestock-dairy-poultry economy,

Following are two tables for the Rec-
ORD on national participation in the feed
grain program and on U.S. production
and carryover of feed grains:

Summary of feed grain program

Feed grain
Farms ACTEAgE On Diverted
participating | participating acres

1, 146, 388 68, 100, 000 | 25, 200, 000
1, 249, 633 72, 600,000 | 28, 200, 000
1, 104, 665 73, 500,000 | 24, 500, 000
1,243, 217 78,000, 000 | 32, 400, 000
11,482, 583 BA, 627,300 | 36, 576, 800

! Based on signup intentions,
[In millions of tons]

Production and earryover
of feed grains

Carryover | Production
74.6 155. 6
84.7 140.6
71.8 142.9
63.9 156. 4
68.7 136.0
55.0 149.9

Iowa, the heart of the Nation's Corn
Belt, has an impressive record of par-
ticipation in the feed grain programs.
From 1961 through 1965, the programs
have increased in popularity each year.
In 1964, for instance, those with base
acreage ranging from 31 to 300 acres had
the major share of enrollment.

Program enrollment in Iowa steadily
increased from 108,730 signed up in 1961
to 123,555 enrolled for this year’s pro-
gram. By crop years, the percentage of
all Towa feed grain farms signed up read
like this: 56.7, 58.3, 59.5, 63, and 65 per-
cent.

Equally impressive was the amount of
the State’s 13.5 million acres of total feed
grain base represented on enrolled farms.
This percentage by years from 1961
through 1965 increased in this order:
64.2, 67.3, 69.8, T1, and T4 percent.

An amazing 91 percent of the base
acreage among participants was on
farms of from 31 through 300 acres in
1964. Smaller base acreage farms with
1 to 31 acres represented only 2.1 percent.
Farms of 301 acres or more represented
the balance.

Acreage diversion by participating
farms was greatest in the 31 through 300
acre category. They had 3,146,114 acres
diverted. Those with 30 acres or less
diverted a total of 211,727 acres, while
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those with 301 acres or more diverted a
total of 200,386 acres.

In summary, Iowa's commercial fam-
ily-type farms of 31 to 300 acres, which
depend on production of grain as one of
their major sources of income, had the
largest enrollment, the most base acre-
age, and the preponderant share of the
acreage diversion in their State during
the 1964 feed grain program.

What does this program participation
mean in Iowa, which is the Nation’s No. 1
corn-producing State?

Yield in 1965 is indicated at a new
record high of 83 bushels per acre—and
that is a jump of nearly 20 percent over
the 1958-62 average of 69.4 bushels per
acre. With the high degree of participa-
tion and acreage diversion in the State
this year, production is indicated at 838
million bushels of corn—up only 13 per-
cent from the 1958-62 average production
of 743 million bushels. In other words,
the acreage diverted under the feed grain
program applied a brake which held
down production by nearly 100 million
bushels despite the phenomenal new
yields indicated for the State this crop
year. If the diverted acres had been
planted, the State’s production this year
obviously would have been tremendously
greater.

Mr. Speaker, in summary, I want my
colleagues to know that I have found it
to be an honor to serve on the House
Agriculture Committee and to serve in
the 89th Congress which, by its actions
today, boosts the American farmer and
gives new life to rural America.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. STALBAUM].

Mr. STALBAUM. Mr. Speaker, I
want to take this time to commend the
conferees and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Mr. CooLEY, for
the fine job they have done in legisla-
tion in the field of dairying. We recog-
nize that dairying is found in each of the
50 States, the only commodity that is so
found. Dairy legislation has been con-
spicuous by its absence in the past, but
this year the farm bill carries several
items that are good as far as dairying is
concerned. It is a tribute to our leaders
that these were included.

We have included a class I dairy base
plan which was accepted as presented by
the House. It was better than the ver-
sion of the other body because ours in-
cluded the right of manufactured-milk
handlers to set up their own market or-
ders. In addition to this, the conferees
on the part of the House in their wisdom
have accepted two amendments which
the Senate put in the farm bill, one an
antidumping feature which strengthens
our class I plans, which is highly de-
sirable and badly needed.

The second provision, which I feel has
not been given the attention in the House
it should have, is one which will permit
the Commodity Credit Corporation to sell
dairy products even when such dairy
products are not labeled as being in
surplus. Many of my friends in the
dairy cooperatives and the dairy market-
ing field believe this may be one of the
most effective items and one of the major
pieces of legislation we have passed for
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dairying in many, many years in the
Congress.

I feel that dairying is well taken care
of in the dairy legislation here. This
type of legislation is not expensive, it
is not going to add to the cost of the farm
program; but class I dairy plans and the
right of Commodity Credit to sell dairy
products which are not in surplus are
two items which could go a long way in
helping solve the dairy problems of the
Nation.

Again I commend the committee chair-
man, Mr. CooLEY, for the fine job he did
in giving leadership in this matter and
the chairman of the Dairy Subcommit-
tee, Mr. Hacen of California, who did so
much in getting this good legislation in-
corporated into the farm bill.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Hacen].

Mr. HAGEN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I would just like to clarify two
or three points. No. 1, on the issue
of the treatment of producer han-
dlers, we accepted the House version
which says this legislation does not ad-
versely affect him and this is what the
producer handlers of the country wanted.

In addition there are a couple of other
points I belleve the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Poacel, a member of our
committee, wants to clarify for the Rec-
ORD; is that correct?

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I think it might be well
if we clarified that for the REcorp. I
think there is no question about what the
committee understood and what the con-
ferees intended.

But there are those of us who have
questions and I think we might clarify
for the ReEcorp the meaning of new pro-
ducers. We make provisions for new
producers and the question arises: Is a
new producer confined or is that term
“new producer” confined just to those
who never produced any milk before in
their lives or does it include all of those
who produced milk but who have not
participated in the particular market in
which it is being produced?

Mr. HAGEN of California. Well, it
would include all of those who were not
in that market but were seeking entry to
it. It might be a dairy farmer who had
been delivering to another market where
a quota plan is adopted. He could get
a quota in a new area only through an
allocation of an increase in class I sales,
allocation of basis forfeited, or by trans-
fer from producers who have guotas in
that new order area.

Mr. POAGE. Then it would be fair to
say it includes both?

Mr. HAGEN of California. That is
correct.

Mr, POAGE. In the second place at
the present time milk is sold in Federal
order markets from plants which are
regulated under other Federal orders and
from unregulated plants. This milk is
produced by dairy farmers who are not
“producers” under the order regulating
milk in the receiving market. Is it in-
tended that this milk share in whole or in
part in the class I sales of the receiving
market adopting a class I base plan even
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though such sharing displaces producer
quota milk in class I sales?

Mr. HAGEN of California. The an-
swer is “No.” Producer quota milk will
receive a priority assignment to the class
I sales in a market to the extent such
milk is available for such sales. Milk
received from other' sources whether
from other Federal order plants or from
unregulated plants will be assigned to
class I sales only to the extent that such
sales exceed producer quota milk,

Mr. POAGE. I thank the gentleman
very much. I think it is obvious that
the program could not work unless the
answer were ‘“no.” It was intended to
be “no” all the time.

Mr. STALBAUM. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAGEN of California. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. STALBAUM. Is it not true in the
establishment of the class I base plan
that Congress intended to give consider-
able flexibility to various markets in set-
ting up such plans as they felt would be
most effective in their own market, and
most designed to meet their own needs
and that in passing this legislation we
are not attempting to establish a pat-
tern that must apply all over the United
States but rather we are sefting up en-
abling legislation to allow each market
to meet these problems as they best see
fit?

Mr. HAGEN of California. That is
absolutely correct. I might comment
that this bill in the dairy section should
reduce the cost of the dairy program
to the Federal Government depending
upon the extent to which these order
areas vote to use this tool.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAGEN of California. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. LAIRD. I would like to ask the
chairman of the Dairy Subcommittee a
question regarding the use and purchase
of dairy products not in surplus. At the
present time dairy products purchased
under section 32 funds must be used.

Mr. HAGEN of California. I will say
that surplus is not the proper word. It
is CCC inventory. They may be surplus
although not in the inventory and this
provision is directed to acquisition ana
use of noninventory stocks.

Mr. LAIRD. Yes, they might be sur-
plus. But if the Department of Agri-
culture wanted to put cheese, let us say,
in the school lunch program, using this
particular section, there would have to
be additional language added to this
conference report to provide for the
packaging, reprocessing, transportation,
and handling and other charges. I think
the gentleman realizes in the school
lunch program, loaf cheese is used and
has been used most successfully in this
program throughout the United States.
It has been a very popular commodity
in the school lunch program.

This requires repackaging and process-
ing of the cheese that is purchased
under the CCC purchase program. That
language was not included in the confer-
ence report. Does this cause the diffi-
culty that the Department of Agriculture
says that it causes?
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Mr. HAGEN of California. The De-
partment is always quite cautious.
They thought that additional language
was necessary to accomplish usage with
added costs of repackaging and so forth.
The conferees thought the Department
had the authority without the added lan-
guage and that is our position.

Mr. LAIRD. The Department says
that they cannot put the product into
the school lunch program without that
language.

Mr. HAGEN of California. It is my
recollection that the conferees did not
think it was necessary. That is to say
under our language they could do every-
thing nesessary to purchase milk and
milk products and put them into the
hands of donees with the Department
assuming all or any part of costs of acqui-
sition, packaging and so forth.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAGEN of California. I yield to
the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. We believe the Depart-
ment has all the authority that the De-
partment needs to deal with this thing.

Mr. HAGEN of California. My view is
that previously stated. The authority
exists for assumption of these costs re-
gardless of the product’s destination.

Mr. LAIRD. The position of the De-
partment of Agriculture is somewhat dif-
ferent. The Department has advised me
that the language is necessary.

Mr. COOLEY. That must be for over-
seas packaging, not for domestic use.

Mr. LAIRD. This language was for
both overseas use and for domestic use,
and it was suggested to the conferees.
The language suggested by the Depart-
ment appears on page 85 of the confer-
ence committee print.

Mr. COOLEY. We were assured that
they needed no authority to deal with
this problem in the domestic market.

Mr. LAIRD. Is it the intent of the
conferees that the processing and pack-
aging costs may be taken?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes, domestically, but
not for export.

Mr. LAIRD. For the domestic market,
processing, packaging, and transporta-
tion costs can be taken?

Mr. COOLEY. That is correct.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from North Dakota [Mr. ANDREWS] such
time as he might require.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of the confer-
ence report.

The House will today approve a farm
bill historic because it is the first time
such legislation has been enacted for a
4-year period. This omnibus farm bill
has many details in it that are somewhat
different from the regulations under
which our farmers have been operating
in years past. While definite details will
have to await administrative determina-
tions and will be in the hands of your
local ASCS committee shortly, I felt our
farmers would be interested now in some
of the provisions of the program.

At the beginning of this session, Sen-
ator Mirton Youwc and I introduced
identical farm bills in the House and
Senate. While the final version of the
administration bill does not include all
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of the features we advocated, it does in-
clude the chief feature—full parity for
wheat produced for domestic markets.

The House Committee on Agriculture
went part way in establishing many of
the principles that I had introduced in
our bill. Senator Youwne in the Senate
was able to amend the administration
bill to make it conform even more closely
to our desires and to the needs of North
Dakotans. He held many of these gains
in the conference committee against un-
relenting pressure from the administra-
tion which was determined to establish
lower prices, principally for wheat, than
we were willing to accept. This illus-
trates once again the wisdom of a legis-
lative process where give-and-take re-
sults in the final bill—in this case, a bill
much more acceptable than the program
originally sponsored by the administra-
tion.

One of the keenest disappointments in
the bill, I think, is that part of the cer-
tificates will be paid by the U.S. Treas-
ury rather than by those who use the
wheat. This could endanger farm pro-
grams in the future since we have had an
almost constant fight with the Bureau of
the Budget and the administration to
gain funds for such programs as the
Soil Conservation Service, REA loans,
and other programs vital to farmers. If
the Federal Government continues to ex-
pand, more and more agencies will be
competing with the Department of Agri-
culture for a share of your tax dollars.
Some experts see this as the beginning of
the end for farm programs. It was in-
teresting to note that many of those who
cried “bread tax" during the debate were
the very same ones who for years have
demanded the end of all farm pro-
Brams.

Now, what is in the major sections of
the bill affecting North Dakotans?

FEED GRAINS

The feed grains section is extended
without major change for 4 more years,
including provisions for price support
loans, purchases, and in-kind payments
to program participants at about the
same levels as recent years. Partici-
pants, by diverting acreage from feed
grain products to conservation use, will
receive, as in the past, payments in kind
to help maintain income.

The main differences between the new
program and the old one are: first, nor-
mal production is to be figured on the
basis of projected rather than base pe-
riod yields; and, second, soybeans may be
planted on permitted feed grain acres—
at the discretion of the Department of
Agriculture—and the producer will earn
the same diversion and price support
payments as if he had planted feed grain.

WHEAT

The bill will furnish a blended price
support of $1.841% a bushel. This is
roughly a 15-cent-per-bushel increase
compared with what cooperating farm-
ers are now receiving. The administra-
tion, however, turned down a clause in-
troduced by Senator Youxe which would
have tied any increase in the price of
bread to an increase in returns to the
wheat farmer.
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In effect, here is what the wheat sec-
tion of the bill means to farmers in North
Dakota: full parity for domestic food
use of wheat—>500 million bushels; the
parity of July 1—$2.57—will be used in
1966 price support calculations; loan for
the 1966 crop is to be $1.25 a bushel,
leaving a difference between loan and
parity of $1.32. The millers will pay 75
cents of this difference and the rest is
to be paid by the U.S. Treasury.

The bill now provides a minimum man-
datory price support for 1966. It further
provides that this same level of blended
price supports will be guaranteed the re-
maining 3 years of the program. This
constitutes an important change in the
administration approach as passed by
the House Committee on Agriculture
which, while giving considerable assur-
ance to providing a $1.81 for 1966, did
not give a firm guarantee of this price
and gave the Secretary broad authority
to reduce the blended price level in fu-
ture years.

PROJECTED NORMAL PRODUCTION

You may have noted that I used the
term “projected yield” rather than nor-
mal yields. As a matter of practical ap-
plication, the State and the county
yields will be somewhat higher than they
were under the normal yield. Under the
old program, we used to take an average
of the last 5 years available and make
adjustments for weather and other fac-
tors and come up with our base normal
yield. Now this yield will be based on
projected figures and since there is an
upward trend in yields, it should be some-
what higher than last year. For in-
stance, North Dakota’s yield last year
in wheat, our biggest crop, was 21.6
bushels. Under the projected yield ap-
proach, it will come out to be about 23.7
bushels for the State.

In applying this to the individual farm,
county committees will be setting farm
yields by one of two methods: First, the
farmer’s proven yield; and, second, the
assigned projected yield where no proven
yield is available.

In the first instance, where the farmer
has a proven yield—which is only about
10 percent of the farms in North
Dakota—the committee has a starting
point. They may or may not increase
these yields, but in any case the farmer
should not get less than his proven yield.
In the second instance, where the farmer
has no proven yield, the committee will
consider the productivity of the land, the
farmer’s present operation, and to the
best of their ability try to establish a
yield which will be comparable. This
setting of yields is a very complex and
important procedure, and the farmer
should be sure to get all the information
possible from his county ASCS com-
mittee.

CCC RESALE PRICE

One of the disappointing features of
the law is that it fails to increase the
CCC resale price on wheat to 115 per-
cent of support prices. The President in
his farm message of February 4 tended
to support our position on this matter
and every major farm organization
agreed on the value of some increase in
the resale formula of commodity stocks
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to protect farmers against Government
competition, but the Secretary of Agri-
culture was viciously opposed.

I believe this could have meant an
average of 10 cents a bushel more to the
farmers of North Dakota over the price
we now receive for our grain, and we will
keep on trying for such a change in later
legislation.

CROPLAND ADJUSTMENT PROGRAM

The Department of Agriculture re-
gards this program as the most impor-
tant part of the farm bill, and it is per-
haps significant that it was one of the
least controversial parts of the bill in
passage. This section of the law is in-
tended to take 40 million crop acres out
of production by 1969.

City dwellers will be pleased with the
provision that offers extra payments to
farmers who manage idled acres for
wildlife habitat and allow hunters to use
the land without charge for recreational
purposes. Maximum payment per acre
under this program is not to exceed 40
percent of the annual market value of
the crop that would have been produced
on the land, as determined by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture. Farmers signing
the 5- to 10-year contracts in 1966 will
be required to put all of their allotment
or base of at least one surplus crop in
the program. During the next 3 years of
the sign-up this percentage is left to the
discretion of the Secretary.

Prior ownership of the land for at least
3 years is required in order to quality for
the cropland adjustment program, and
the Secretary is required to consider the
economic impact of this acreage retire-
ment on counties and local communities.
In this regard the Secretary has stated
that it will be his infention to limit the
acreage contracted in any year insofar
as a base or allotment crop is concerned
to not more than 10 percent of the allot-
ment or base acreage for that crop in the
community. He added that the acreage
contracted over the life of the program
would not be more than 25 percent of the
base allotment for the crop for the coun-
ty unless responsible representatives of
the county government and the ASCS
committee for the county agree that
more than 25 percent could be contracted
without adversely affecting the economy
of the county.

There is no automatic acceptance of
land now in the soil bank under this pro-
gram and farmers will have to contact
their county ASCS office to get details in
their area.

COST OF THE PROGRAM

‘While the cost of the entire farm pro-
gram has not been reduced as much as
the Department of Agriculture wanted,
indications are that it will cost less
than the 1965 program. While I have
found that cost figures on a plan of this
magnitude can be controversial and con-
fusing, it is estimated by the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture that this pro-
gram will cost about $100 million less
than the program in effect during the
current crop year.

CONCLUSION

I think it is significant to note that
this bill is the result of a nonpartisan
approach. Every Member, Republican
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and Democrat alike, from our six-State
upper Midwest area voted for this bill.
Farmers, individually and through their
farm organizations, along with repre-
sentatives from the States in our area,
worked hard to impress upon Congress
the importance of meaningful and sound
farm legislation.

Most farmers will feel as I do that
this is a fairly good farm bill.

However, I also believe this farm bill
still ignores by far the most important
future goal of American agriculture—a
stepped-up program of using our farm
products to prevent hunger in a starv-
ing world. We are spending $50 bil-
lion a year or more for armaments to
promote freedom in the world. Other
countries are able to compete with us in
saturating the world with military
might, but no other nation can match
the American farmer's ability to produce
food—and this should be regarded as our
greatest weapon in the war for freedom.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PIcKLE]
such time as he may require.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I express
myself in favor of this measure and com-
pliment the conferees on the fine job
that they have done.

Mr. Speaker, finding a perfect solu-
tion to the farm problem is practically
impossible. At least, I know this is true
with respect to cotton, which is the prin-
cipal agricultural product in my district.
But I believe that the conferees have
come out with as good a solution as we
could expect under the circumstances.

The life blood of the cotton industry
in my district has been the release and
reapportionment program. If this had
been weakened materially, it would have
hurt thousands upon thousands of the
farmers throughout the Nation—farm-
ers who sincerely farm for the purpose
of making a living by growing cotton.
Although I think that basically the sale
and lease aspect of this bill is a means
to ultimately weaken the release and re-
apportionment program, I do recognize
that we must have some means of con-
trolling production.

This version is much better, though,
than the original version which passed
the House, because this allows sale and
lease within a county, if approved by a
referendum, and does not allow it to go
out of State. And although no farmer
wants a mandatory retirement, I would
think that most of the farmers would
agree that a 12'%-percent reduction is a
reasonable compromise, particularly
when the loan is still based on 90 per-
cent of parity, and in addition the co-
operator would receive approximately
9.42 cents for the subsidy. It would seem
that a reasonable guarantee of the sub-
sidy is provided for since this amount is
tied to parity.

I would especially like to pay compli-
ments to this committee and the fine
staff which has worked so hard on this
bill. In my opinion, Congressman W. R.
Poace is the most knowledgeable man
in America today on agricultural mat-
ters, and I am most mindful that the
farmers of Texas owe to him, and to the
splendid gentleman from Wichita Falls,
the Honorable GrasAM PURCELL, another

October 8, 1965

member of the conferees, their thanks
for the countless hours of work they
have put into making this measure ac-
ceptable. I daresay that our State is
more fortunate than any in having these
two men as members of the Agriculture
Conference Committee, and I know fo1
a fact that no one is held in higher es-
teem in the Congress than these two
men.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to ex-
press my appreciation to the farmers of
the Old Cotton Belt Association, whose
advice and counsel I have sought, under
the leadership of Emery Blackman, J. V.
Stiles, Henry Pumphrey, George Bohlen,
and Mr. Julius Wittliff, one of the most
lovable and fairminded men in my
district.

It was this association that invited
me to meet with a group of some 75
farmers recently and helped me to better
understand the problems of the cotton
farmer of my district. Working with
Fleetwood Richards, a knowledgeable
and dedicated public servant, I believe
that we have all come together with a
bill that is fairest to the greatest num-
ber. Though any Texas cotton farmer
wants to have “40-cent cotton and 10-
cent beer,” to use an early frontier say-
ing, we know this is not possible today—
but I do think that this 4-year program
is the best that we could have agreed
upon under the circumstances.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from South Dakota
[Mr. BErrY] such time as he may re-
quire.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman. I rise in support of the
conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
conference report on H.R. 9811 to be
known as the Food and Agriculture Act
of 1965.

I am supporting this legislation be-
cause, for a change, it increases farm
income. While it is an omnibus bill and
covers all supported agricultural com-
modities, it is nevertheless a vast im-
provement over some of the present
programs.

First, with regard to wheat. The bill
formulates a combined price support on
wheat of $1.84% a bushel. This is
roughly 15 cents per bushel more than
the price cooperators are receiving at
the present time. I opposed, and I voted
against, the wheat bill last year for the
sole reason that it materially reduced
the support price of wheat. Mr.
Speaker, I have never voted to reduce
farm income and I hope I never shall.
Every vote I have cast has been for an
improvement in the farm income situa-
tion. There is absolutely no reason why
this support rate schedule could not have
been passed last year instead of the
poverty bill rate that was passed.

In computing the $1.841% a bushel, it is
arrived at by paying full parity for do-
mestic food use of wheat, namely for
500 million bushels. The full parity price
as of July 1 will be used in the 1966 price-
support ealculation which is $2.57. The
loan price for the 1966 crop will remain
at its present level of $1.25 per bushel or
a difference between the loan price and
the parity price of $1.32. Of this the
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millers will pay 75 cents and the balance
of 57 cents will be paid out of the U.S.
Treasury.

One discouraging feature in the wheat
program is the fact that the conference
committee failed to be able to boost the
resale price to 115 percent of parity. I
am convinced this would have increased
the price of wheat by at least 10 cents a
bushel and had introduced legislation
providing for a 115-percent limitation,
however, it was lost in the conference
shuffle.

On feed grains the program was left
pretty much as it is at the present time.
The one disappointing feature is the
fact that the Secretary is authorized to
lower the present loan rate and increase
the present price-support payment.
This is, of course, a whip in the hands
of the Secretary to force farmers to
comply. The effect, however, is that
when the Secretary lowers the loan rate
this means the price of feed grains will
automatically be reduced. For the
complier, however, the increase of the
support price offsets the loan price re-
duction. But, the part of the agricul-
ture industry suffering the greatest
damage is the producer and feeder of
beef and lamb, because beef prices nor-
mally follow feed prices.

I would mention only briefly the ex-
tension of the National Wool Act which
was changed very little in the conference.
It fixes the support level of shorn wool
at the present rate of 62 cents a pound
with a parity index increase which
would mean a support price of 65 cents
in 1966 and 66 cents in 1967, with the
support level for 1968 and 1969 depend-
ing upon further changes in the parity
index.

There is one bad feature in the bill
for the young farmer trying to get
started in agriculture. That is the crop-
land adjustment program authorizing
the Secretary to enter into 5- and 10-
year contracts for the conversion of crop-
land from production into conservation
uses. It would authorize as much as 40
million acres to be taken out of produe-
tion by 1970. This program is very
similar to the soil-bank program which,
while beneficial to a retiring farmer, was
damaging to the young farmer.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
TEAGUE] 3 minutes.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I was one of the conferees who
did not sign the report. I wish to make
clear to my colleagues that this is not be-
cause of any objection whatsoever to the
performance of the House conferees. I
believe that under the leadership of the
chairman, and on a bipartisan, nonpar-
tisan basis, we did the best possible, and
really a good job of sustaining the House
position. I am simply opposed to omni-
bus farm bills. I did not vote for the
House bill. I would not have voted for
the Senate bill. I shall not vote for the
conference report. It does not make
sense to me to put cheese, boll weevils,
Rice Crispies, chewing tobacco, Corn
Flakes, Shredded Wheat biscuits, boiled
peanuts, golf courses, fishponds, bed-
sheets, and birth control pills all in the
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same subsidy bill costing the taxpayers
$4 billion a year.

Thank goodness California artichokes
and mushrooms were left out of the grab

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentlewoman from Washington
whatever time she may require.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the conference report. I voted
against the farm bill when it passed the
House, I believe the conference version
of the bill is a distinet improvement over
the House-passed bill. By this I mean
that title I, the class I dairymen’s base
plan emerged in what I feel to be in a
good and workable form. Title II, the
Wool Act extension, with the minor
changes made by the Senate, is a pro-
gram that has my enthusiastic support
and for which I have worked. Title III,
the feed grains program, is much im-
proved over the House version, especial-
ly for feed deficit areas such as my State
of Washington, Title IV, cotton, is im-
measurably improved over the mess that
was first passed by the House. Title VI,
the cropland adjustment program, is
worthy of support.

Only title V, the wheat program, Mr.
Speaker, contains a feature to which I
object. In the Agriculture Committee,
and agreeing with the Wheat Growers
Association and the Grange, I voted for
the wheat title. But between the time
the omnibus bill was reported out of
committee and the time it was debated
on the House floor, and without the
knowledge or consent of farmers or farm
groups, nonfarm interests crying “bread
tax” were able to effect a change in the
wheat program which is in direct con-
travention to the long sought-after goal
of our farmers of a fair return from the
marketplace. That original provision,
which was in the bill when I voted for
it in committee, and which would have
made a fair return from the marketplace
possible, was stricken from the bill by
agreement and capitulation to nonfarm
interests. As a result we now have what
amounts to the most costly wheat pro-
gram ever devised, and the drain will be
on the Treasury. Our wheatgrowers cer-
tainly can use the income, Mr. Speaker,
there is no question about that. But
they wanted their income from the mar-
ketplace, not out of Uncle Sam'’s pocket.
Now, with hat in hand, they will have
to come to the Appropriations Commit-
tees.

This is, however, an omnibus bill, with
many programs. Most of them are good
and certainly better than when the bill
was first before the House. Because of
this, I will support the conference report.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. DoLE]
2 minutes.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I might say
at the outset that it is always a pleasure
to follow a lady such as Mrs. May. Irise
in support of the conference report.

THE CROPLAND ADJUSTMENT PROGRAM

Mr, Speaker, the cropland adjustment
program has a broad and long-term sig-
nificance for nonfarm people, especially
those interested in conservation, wildlife,
and the preservation of natural beauty.
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The program would provide for better
conserving use of up to 40 million acres
of surplus cropland that are not needed
now to produce farm commodities, and
will not be needed for many years to
come.

The cropland adjustment program, by
devoting substantial amounts of land to
long-term conservation practices, would
allow extensive planting of trees, shrubs,
and permanent, high-quality grasses and
legumes that provide an attractive home
for pheasants, grouse, quail, and other
upland game birds.

The Government would share the cost
of establishing new uses for land in the
cropland adjustment program. In addi-
tion, consideration could be given to
higher land rental payments to farmers
who are willing to permit use of their
land without charge for hunting, for
watershed protection or other specific
nonfarm benefits through cooperative
agreements with local organizations and
officials such as State game and fish com-
missions. Also farmers receiving regular
rental rates would be permitted to con-
vert their cropland to recreation use, for
a fee as a supplement to other farm
income.

One of the methods used to help farm-
ers adjust their production of crops in
surplus supply through commodity pro-
grams is the diversion of cropland to
conserving uses on a year-to-year basis.
The cropland adjustment program would
supplement the commodity programs by
providing for diversion of cropland on
a long-term basis. :

Diversion of cropland on a long-term
basis can be accomplished at a lower cost
than through annual commodity pro-
grams. Savings from cropland adjust-
ment program as compared with annual
diversion programs are expected to be in
the range of $4 to $5 million per million
acres contracted. If the program is
built up to about 40 million acres after
5 years, it could reduce dependence on
annual programs for diversion and save
up to $200 million a year.

I have a question that I should like
to pose to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Poace]l with reference to the crop-
land adjustment section. Itis my under-
standing that in the first year of the
operation of this program, you must put
100 percent of one allotment crop into
the program, and that thereafter it can
be on a percentage basis.

Mr. POAGE. That is correct.

This allows 100 percent of an allotted
crop this coming year. After that time
the Secretary may prescribe the percent-
age that is required, with the idea he will
learn, with a year of experience, about
what is going to be needed.

Mr. DOLE. In other words, a man
with a 40-acre feed grain base and a 100-
acre wheat allotment could put in the
40 acres of feed grains plus some addi-
tional wheat acreage, is that correct?

Mr. POAGE. That is correct.

Mr. DOLE. I have one other ques-
tion, relating particularly to producers
who were not producing feed grains in
1959 and 1960. Was any provision made
for the relief of these people? Were the
base years extended, or discussed?
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Mr. POAGE. No, we did not change
the law on that. It is the same it has
been.

Mr. DOLE. In other words, the exist-
ing law remains the same.

Mr. POAGE. They would have the
same opportunity as now to participate
in the growth factor.

Mr. DOLE. I thank the gentleman.
In my opinion, the cropland adjustment
program will be well received through-
out the country, and I am certain we all
trust that it is administered in such a
a way as to attract broad participation.

I do regret that changes were not made
in the feed grain sections, particularly
with reference to the regulation provid-
ing that the normal conserving base for
a farm shall be the average acreage on
the farm devoted to conserving uses dur-
ing the base years 1959-60. I appreci-
ate the fact the conferees considered this
and trust that perhaps next year some
relief can be provided.

Without question, the conferees have
labored long and hard, and even those
who did not sign the conference report
would indicate the legislation embodied
in the report is better than that passed
by either the House or Senate earlier.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. OLsoN].

Mr., OLSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, the distinguished chairman of
the House Agriculture Committee [Mr.
CooLEy], in his opening remarks, pre-
sented us with a very excellent statement
regarding the efforts of the Agriculture
Committees in the House and the Senate
and the entire membership in behalf of
agriculture in this session.

As a member of the committee, I know
how diligently my colleagues applied
themselves in presenting this legislation.
No one can realistically believe that this
farm bill has fulfilled completely the re-
quirements of those who produce the
commodities which are affected. Since
our criticisms of any such deficits will
at this time serve no good purpose I shall
rather confine my remarks to the areas
of progress.

First, and very important, is the fact
that this act adds to and extends our
farm programs for 4 years. My col-
leagues who do not represent a farming
area, I am sure, cannot fully appreciate
how significant this is. Last year, a large
area of the district I represent suffered
one of the most severe droughts in a
quarter century. This year, only a few
days ago, the same farmers saw as high
as 60 percent of their crop lost because
of a killing frost before the crop matured.
I know I speak for the farmers of my
district when I express appreciation for
a 4-year farm program, thus removing
the anticipation caused by not knowing
what the immediate future might hold
in the way of a farm program.

The additional income provided in the
feed grains and wheat programs will go
to pay operating costs for many pro-
ducers in my district that might other-
wise be unpaid or be an obligation that
would merely increase because of interest
costs. You notice that I specifically
mention the payment of operating costs.
These dollars are spent with the local
businessman who can provide better
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service to the community with dollars in
the till rather thanI O U’s.

This farm bill is not only important
to the farmers and those who serve them
directly, but it will play an important
role in a healthy national economy.
About one-fifth of the value of our trade
with other nations is generated through
agricultural commodities.

The House Agriculture Committee re-
fined and improved farm programs that
have been effective and thus we are as-
sured that this legislation provides the
framework upon which a long-range pro-
gram can continue to improve income
for our Nation’s farmers. The feed
grains program has since its enactment
in 1961 proven to all those who were
in doubt that incentives and administra-
tion could reduce our burdensome sur-
pluses while increasing farm income.
The surpluses are for all practical pur-
poses gone while farm prices have con-
tinued to climb from the low point of the
prefeed grains program. The correction
of the feed grain supply and price situa-
tion has also resulted in eurrent livestock
prices being the highest received in many
years.

It is difficult to imagine anyone being
able to interpret this record as being
adverse to the best interests of our
farmers and the Nation as a whole.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LaTTAl.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I am sorry
to see that the conference report con-
tinues to discriminate against the pro-
ducers of Soft Red Winter wheat. This
conference report will permit wheat cer-
tificates on only 45 percent of their pro-
duction, and it completely ignores the
fact that 76 percent of the production of
Soft Red Winter wheat is used domes-
tically.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. QuUIel.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I am going
to support the conference report, because
I believe by and large it is better than the
bill which passed the House.

For instance, on the cropland adjust-
ment program I believe we have an even
better program here, as it is explained
on pages 35 and 36 of the report. This
will give more emphasis to hunting and
fishing and to the kind of utilization of
the land nonfarmers will be interested in.
It will provide for long-range land re-
tirement, the most economical way to
bring about a balance of supply and
demand, and at the same time be more
acceptable to the nonfarm public who
pay so much of the taxes on this
program.

I would say, however, there is one part
of this new bill about which I am disap-
pointed. That is the revised feed grain
program and the permission of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to reduce the loan
below 65 percent of parity. It is interest-
ing to me to see the Democratic majority
now pushing down feed grain prices by
pushing down the loan on feed grains,
as I remember the battles we had in the
Midwest about preventing low feed grain
prices because low feed grain prices mean
low livestock prices.

October 8, 1965

All we can do now is hope that the
Secretary of Agriculture will use his
authority more wisely than he has in the
past and will not put the loan down and
then ram the market price down by using
the low resale formula, which would
surely be a hardship to the farmers in
my area and the whole Midwest, who for
one reason or another find it impossible
to participate in the feed grain program.

I remind Members that the feed grain
program is different from the wheat or
cotton or other programs which have had
mandatory controls in the past. Because
of this the history of production in the
yvears 1959 and 1960 were completely ar-
bitrary, not necessarily meaningful in
the next 4 years and will cause an even
more undue hardship on some feed grain
farmers and total income of these
farmers.

In the time I have remaining there is
one point I should like to cover. I heard
the colloquy between the gentleman
from California [Mr. Hacen], and the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PoAGel, on
the dairy section.

I have a question. In the event that
in a regulated market with a class 1 base
plan a handler receives a part of his
milk from regulated producers and a
part of it from a handler in another area
who has unregulated producers, it is my
understanding it would not be possible
for them to allocate a base to a producer
who was in the regulated area greater
than any production which he made in
the previous period on which the base is
determined.

I see you shaking your head. Maybe
I can ask the question a little more sim-
ply. Suppose there was more class 1
base to pass around than there was actu-
ally production for class 1 purposes in
the Federal order during the period of
time on which the bases were to be es-
tablished. It is my understanding there
was no intention that any producer
should receive a higher base than he
actually produced during this represent-
ative period. Is that correct?

Mr. POAGE. If the gentleman will
yield, I am sure that was the intention.
Although I do not understand that there
is anything in the law stating that you
could not give a base based on 110 per-
cent of previous production so long as it
was the same for all of the producers.
It simply says that you may use a past
period of production as the base on
which you calculate. I think you can
calculate up as well as down, although
this is an improbable situation.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. QUIE. But there was no intention,
as I understand it, for a higher base to
be given than the dairy farmer previ-
ously produced.

Mr. POAGE. Certainly there was no
intention to give anybody more base
than they could use. There was cer-
tainly no intention of that sort, and I
cannot conceive of the situation working
out as the gentleman suggested. How-
ever, I can say there was no intention to
give a man more than he could use.

Mr. QUIE. I thank you.
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may require to the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. AesrrT].

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, I feel that
the conferees have worked out a much
improved farm bill. It goes a long way
toward helping to solve some of our prob-
lems, and I propose to support it.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want
to yield now to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PurceLL] as much time as he
may require, but before I do so I want to
compliment the gentleman, as he was
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Wheat which did such a wonderful job
and he worked very hard on it.

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman very much. I would like
to direct a question to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Poace] in regard fo the
provisions now in the cotton bill. As I
understand the law, we have always had
a prohibition against grazing diverted
acres in the wheat and feed grain sec-
tions of the law other than under
drought conditions or adverse circum-
stances. Is it my understanding that
the same provisions exactly would now
apply to cotton on grazing diverted
acres?

Mr. POAGE. That is exactly my un-
derstanding. There will be no grazing
allowed on any diverted acres except in
the case of these emergency situations
such as a drought where the Secretary
makes that kind of a finding.

Mr. PURCELL. I thank the gentle-
man very much.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from South Carolina [Mr. Dorwl.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, the distin-
guished, able, and illustrious chairman
of the Agricultural Committee, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
CooLEY], the distinguished gentleman
from Texas [Mr. PoaGe], and each mem-
ber of this great Committee on Agricul-
ture have earned the gratitude of all of us
in working out an agreement with the
other body to provide for the American
people the best agricultural bill in his-
tory.

Mr. CoorLEY has again accomplished
the impossible. He and his committee
have done a magnificent job. This bill
is the result of long hard hours and ded-
icated efforts on the part of the mem-
bers of this committee and of the Agri-
culture Committee in the other body.

When this bill becomes law, it will
serve the best interests of the American
consumer, the American farmer, indus-
try, and labor. For the first time in
many years the American people can
look forward to the same program for
4 years. They can plan accordingly.
This bill will promote stability. The tex-
tile industry and their employees can
now look to the future with assurance.
The textile industry the last few years
has been through one of its most trying
periods in history. The industry and
its employees were faced with foreign
imports, outmoded machinery, tax bur-
dens, and with their competitors abroad
buying American cotton at 81% cents per
pound less than the textile manufacturer
intt£e United States could buy the same
cotton.
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With an understanding leadership
here in Washington the employees of the
textile industry are now fully employed
and face a bright future. It is now pos-
sible, with one-price cotton assured for
another 4 years, that air conditioning
and modernizing of mills will continue.
Improved working conditions will be the
order of the day. It will now be possible
for our great industry to expand, grow,
and compete. Under this legislation the
textile industry will help keep the cotton
farmer in business by being able to pur-
chase and use more cotton.

Mr. Speaker, this is a great day for
many of us who have been in the thick
of the fight to save our textile industry
and our cotton farmers. For me per-
sonally, it has been a long trying experi-
ence beginning in 1953.

Today I am delighted and happy and
again wish to thank my colleagues as
my beople face the future with opti-
mism.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. Mc-
MiLLaN].

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to commend the conferees for
approving the one-price cotton system
contained in this bill. I think the omni-
bus farm bill has been improved since it
left the House.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may require to my col-
league from South Carolina [Mr,
GETTYS].

Mr. GETTYS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to associate myself with the remarks
of Mr. McMirian and Mr. DorN, my
South Carolina colleagues, and congratu-
late and commend Chairman CooLEY
and other House conferees for the won-
derful job they have done on this omni-
bus farm bill which means so much to
farmers and textile workers and the tex-
tile industry of my district.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. NELSEN].

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, referring
to this conference report, I would like
to point out that in the area that I rep-
resent, about 70 percent of the farm in-
come is from sales of livestock products—
milk, pork, and beef. Many of the farm-
ers who live in my area do not even have
a feed grains base for reasons sometimes
hard to understand. If the loan level
is to be dropped and the compensatory
payment is to make up the difference,
which some cannot get because they have
no base, then these particular farmers
are in competition with finished products
in a market of depressed feed grains
prices.

I believe this problem can be solved if
the Secretary exercises proper judgment.
But I am not sure that he will because
it seems that his attitude is that if the
price is depressed, the farmer is forced
into the program, which he cannot get
into because he has no base.

I wish someone would build a record
here that would indicate that it should
be incumbent upon the committee to see
to it at least that a farmer can partici-
pate in the feed grains program, which
many have been denied the opportunity
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to do. If we depress the price of feed
grains, the farmer who raises his own
grain for his own livestock products will
be driven off the farm. The very back-
bone of the Midwest is being damaged
by this type of administration.

Mr, FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, in con-
nection with this conference report on
H.R. 9811 now before the House, I would
like to include my remarks on a phase of
this bill which were prepared for de-
livery at a meeting of the Rhode Island
section of American Association of Tex-
tile Chemists and Colorists:

TaHE ConsuUMER Is THE Boss

(Remarks of U.S. Representative Jouw E.
FoearTY, Second Congressional District,
Rhode Island, before the “Management
Night" meeting of the Rhode Island sec-
tion of American Association of Textile
Chemists and Colorists, at the Wannamoi-
sett Country Club, East Providence, R.L,
on September 17, 1965)

When your committee was putting to-
gether tonight's program and asked me for a
title to head up the remarks I would make
here, I must confess I was a bit puzzled how
best to sum up my ideas in one line,

In these situations, all sorts of fancy
thoughts occur—you know, the ringing
phrase, the colorful adjective—but usually
commonsense—someone else’s, if not mine,
prevails, and we manage to get down to the
basics,

Thus, the title, “The Consumer Is the
Boss.”

Now, that may sound too simple. I real-
ize that. But, I chose that all-too-simple
title because it describes precisely what I
want to say. It describes an old, even trite,
thought that most of you, I am sure, think
you have in mind all the time.

A close look at events in the textile fleld
generally, however, causes me to wonder
very seriously if the textile industry at 1ts
very top echelon really is thinking that the
consumer is boss.

I am not talking here about design, tex-
ture, color, and factors of that kind because
I am sure that those of you who are pro-
fessionals in this field must of necessity
have the consumer in mind for the very
good reason that if you don’t, the salesmen
can’t sell the stuff,

My concern, rather, is with the overall out-
look of the textile industry, particularly as it
applies to cotton and the relationship of
that natural product to the manmade fibers,
the synthetics.

My concern is—and has been—with the
role Government is playing in the decision
which ultimately can be made only by the
consumer,

During the past 18 months I have seen the
cotton textile industry swallow its pride and
go down to Washington to beg for a Gov-
ernment subsidy. And, I have seen this same
textile industry get that subsidy, despite my
own opposition and that of many other
Members of the Congress.

During the current year, it is costing the
American taxpayer about $600 million to pay
that subsidy; next year, it probably will cost
nearly $1 billion to make the Government
payments.

All the while, the price of cotton goods to
consumers has risen—despite all the prom-
ises and pledges of 18 months ago that prices
would drop if only the Government would
help. All the while, cotton exports have
dropped to one of the lowest levels in his-
tory. As a result, cotton surpluses in Gov-
ernment warehouses are at nearly an alltime
high,

The cotton textile industry argues that
the situation would have been far worse
without Government subsidies; that the sub-
sidy has helped raise wages, and that the use
of cotton domestically has climbed.



26414

I am not impressed by any of these state-
ments, Personally, I don't think the cotton
situation possibly could be much worse. I
think that raises given labor in the textile
mills were justly earned on the basis of in-
creased productivity, and I well know that
those who claim an increased utilization of
cotton at the domestic level are—intention-
ally in some cases—trying to fool the public.

Of course, the use of cotton has risen,
but—and this is most significant—the use
of synthetics has climbed at an even faster
pace. In other words, our increased popula-
tion is demanding more cloth, but that
stronger demand is favoring synthetics more
tnan cotton—and now don’'t we really know
the consumer is the boss, no matter what
the Government does.

What particularly disturbs me is that this
tremendous subsidy to textile mills is a
double subsidy. It is a subsidy to offset for
manufacturers a subsidy we, the Govern-
ment, already is paylng cotton growers.
Even as I describe the situation at the
moment, I find myself wondering, how silly
can we get?

Here we are, paying a subsidy to farmers
and then turning around to pay a subsidy to
textile mills to offset the subsidy we are
paying to the farmers. You've heard of a
dog chasing his tail.

I make these statements in the full knowl-
edge that it was the Government which put
textile manufacturers in the disadvantageous
position of being forced to pay more for cot-
ton than their foreign competitors had to
pay. I know that. I know that when the
U.S. Department of Agriculture Iincreased
the farm supports for cotton in 1961, U.S.
textile mills were compelled to pay more than
8 cents a pound more for cotton than for-
eign mills. I know this is a great injury to
U.8. mills.

But, I also know that this increase in the
farm support price of cotton was done by an
executive order from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, and that it could have been undone
in exactly the same way. I know that Amer-
ican textile mills were injured, but I main-
tained then—and do now—that the textile
mills took a cowardly way out of the prob-
lem.

This brings me to the point in my little
talk where I must put up or shut up. I
realize that if I harshly criticize a Govern-
ment program—and private industry for be-
ing part of that program—I have the re-
sponsibility to suggest another approach.

I make no presumption that I am an ex-
pert in the field of textiles, but I think we
must analyze the basic problem honestly to
approach a good solution.,

It seems to me that the root of our prob-
lem started many years ago in the payment
of large Government subsidies to cotton
farmers. In those days, those subsidies may
have been necessary, but, as is usually the
case with Government handouts, they be-
came larger as time passed.

And so, for more than 35 years Govern-
ment has been paying a subsidy to cotton
farmers.

Looking at the record makes me wonder
why.

Do you know, for example, that despite a
tremendous growth in our own population,
right now the United States is producing less
cotton than it was in 10252 About 1 million
bales less each year.

Do you know that all the foreign coun-
tries nmow producing cotton are producing
three times more cotton than they did in
19252

Forty years ago, the United States had 50
percent of the cotton acreage of the world.
Today, the United States has 17 percent of
the cotton acreage of the world.

And, all sorts of experts try to tell me that
this is progress; that things would be worse
if the Government had not interfered. I
repeat, “How silly can we get?”
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I suppose things could get worse if we con-
tinue to interfere in this situation. I sup-
pose that if Government keeps its heavy
hand in the plcture—and if the textile in-
dustry continues to lobby for the wrong leg-
islation—we well might succeed in making
cotton a museum piece. I can imagine that
the synthetic advocates among you might
cheer, but I happen to believe the longtime
best interests of the Nation rest with keep-
ing cotton as a vital fiber—if we can.

I am well aware that this year’s legisla-
tion cuts back the textile mill cotton sub-
sidy and pays a heavier subsidy to the cot-
ton growers. I am also well aware that the
cotton textile mills fostered this change be-
cause, actually, they have been ashamed to
be caught with such a large, sticky hand In
the cookie jar. So, they propose putting a
light-fingered touch on the Government, and
making the cottongrower's hand even more
sticky than it has been.

It all adds up to cheaper cotton to the
mills—cheaper to the mills, but not to the
taxpayers.

Relatively, the cotton textile industry has
been a recent feeder at the public trough;
the cotton-growing industry has been a long-
time feeder. But, it was the bill of 18
months ago that first inaugurated for cot-
ton the idea of a compensatory payment for
cottongrowers. This, as you know, is the
plan that makes cotton producers directly
dependent upon a Government handout for
a good part of their livelihood.

We have only to look at the woolen pro-
ducers to see & classic example of what will
happen to any industry that long allows
Government—instead of consumers—to
make decisions.

The woolen producers of this Nation have
been receiving compensatory payments for
10 years. Here, it is said, the theory Is a
bit different because we do not produce
nearly enough wool for our needs, while cot-
ton is a crop In tremendous surplus.

But, with all that, look at what happened
to producers of wool.

Production of shorn wool in the 10th year
of this program is 6 percent below that of a
year ago, while that of shorn and pulled
wool, combined, was 12 percent less. On the
other hand, imports of woolen textile prod-
ucts in the 10th year are up 129 percent
and total domestic consumption was up
about 8 percent. That, too, I am told, is
“progress”, but 1s 1t?

Now, then, to my idea of an approach to
cotton: It is crystal clear to me that our
problem is our own national approach to
cotton production.

We in this country—in mills as well as on
farms—have refused to admit the very ob-
vious fact that the technology of cotton pro-
duction has changed; that the days of 40
acres of cotton and a mule long since have—
or should have—gone.

Cotton, we find, when we look, has gone
west to the Irrigated lands of Texas, New
Mexico, Arizona, and California—to irrigated
lands where moisture can be combined, at
will, to produce cotton in quantities per
acre undreamed of by the man with 40 acres
and a mule.

With this improvement in technology has
come more economic production.

But we as a nation have refused to allow
the efficient producers of cotton to produce
the cotton for our Nation.

We, as & nation, have decided as a matter
of national policy that we must perpetuate
the man with a mule and 40 acres. Again,
why? Because there are more of these men
with 40 acres and a mule.

I know it doesn't take much courage for
me—a Democrat from Rhode Island—to
criticize the southern politiclans who all
these years have been fighting a rear guard
action to keep their smaller cotton farmers
on the land, but I submit that the textile
industry of this Nation would be in a much
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healthier position tonight if it had recog-
nized that factor long ago, and if it had
demonstrated the courage to fight for what
it thinks right. Wouldn't this be better
th,:::; going to Washington to ask for a hand-
ou

Why is cotton in trouble? It is simple. It
is in trouble because we have made growing
cotton a matter of Government right; we
have made it a Government right by hand-
ing out these terrible things called cotton
allotments.

Not satisfled with that, we have prevented
the efficient growers from obtaining the cot-
ton allotments they need to grow cotton at
low cost, and so we have pushed up the pro-
duction price so that foreign countries can’t
afford to buy our cotton unless we pay a
subsidy.

And so we wind up with a double subsidy,
one for the grower, one for the mill, but
nothing for the taxpayer.

I am told by those who know that if we as
a nation had the courage to face up to facts,
we would find that the irrigated lands of the
West could grow all the cotton we need at a
price that would need no Government sub-
sidy at all to move in the world market.

And why shouldn’t this be so? Aren't we
the most efficient agricultural producers the
world hag ever known? Of course we are.

Yet we refuse to allow those who can pro=-
duce cotton efficiently to do so.

In my years of looking at this problem, I
have had much reason to shake my head in
wonderment.

During these last months, my wonderment
has become even greater. Somehow, I-know
that the executives of the cotton textile in-
dustry know better than to ask for handouts.
Once in a while, in a moment of utter frank-
ness, some of these executives have admitted
to me that mill subsidies do not make much
sense,

Then why, I must ask, have not the mills
fought in the Halls of Congress for a program
that will allow the efficlent cotton produc-
ers of this country to grow that cotton, with-
out Government subsidy of all kinds? Why?

If these cotton textile mills can lobby ef-
ficiently enough to get these vast sums of
money from the Congress—and the taxpay-
ers—should they not turn their efficiency to
production of a sane cotton policy?

I know this cannot be altered in 1 day—
or even 1 year—but if the cotton textile mills
persist in their blind rush for more and more
Government handouts, they are sowing the
seeds of their own destruction. They are
selling themselves short for a paltry bag of

old.

g I say all of this because we all know that
people on Government dole have no incen-
tive to produce more efficlently, to produce
better products. Drug the industry long
enough with Government handouts, and the
synthetic producers will jump with glee.

Produce inferior cotton textiles, and the
consumer will tell you—surely and quickly—
that she indeed is the boss.

In short, I say that it would be much
cheaper for the Federal Government to give
real, honest-to-goodness handouts to those
small, inefficlent cotton producers.

That done, I then would turn loose the
efficient cotton producers of the Nation. My
wager is that these efficient producers would
put cotton into our mills at a price com-
petitive anywhere in the world. And then,
the Federal Government could get out of the
cotton business.

Certainly, the cotton producers of this Na-
tion are not producing for consumers right
now. They are producing for Government
warehouses. If that is allowed to continue,
the consumer will turn increasingly to syn-
thetics because the competition of that in-
dustry remains high and vibrant.

My message to the cotton textile mills is
‘“wake up” or the consumer will really show
you who is boss.
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Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the conference report
on the Food and Agriculture Act of 1965.

The conferees on the omnibus farm
bill have hammered out a most excellent
measure that is in the best interest of
all of the peopls of this Nation. In ac-
cepting this proposal today, the House
of Representatives will voice its concur-
rence with the generally favorable at-
titude of farmers, laborers, and business-
men toward this needed enabling legisla-
tion. The bill thus approved will con-
tinue a highly effective and popular pro-
gram. With some modifications added
to already good legislation, this measure
will give the Department of Agriculture
new and more adequate tools with which
to handle the agricultural management
problems that continue to face it.

The members of the conference com-
mittee are to be highly commended for
the diligent work which they performed
and for the development of this very fine
piece of legislation.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous guestion on the conference
report.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the conference report.

The question was taken.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant as Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 219, nays 150, not voting 63,
as follows:

[Roll No. 359]
YEAS—219

Abbitt Daddario Hamilton
Albert Daniels Hanna
Anderson, Davis, Ga. Hansen, Iowa

Tenn. Delaney Hansen, Wash.
Andrews, Denton Harris

Glenn Diggs Hathaway
Andrews, Dingell Hawkins

N Dak. Dole Helstoski
Annungzio Donohue Henderson
Ashley Dorn Hicks
Ashmore Dow Howard
Aspinall Dowdy Hull
Bandstra Hungate
Barrett Edmondson Huot
Battin Edwards, Callf. Ichord
Beckworth Ellsworth Jennings
Berry Everett Johnson, Okla.
Bingham Evins, Tenn. Jonas
Blatnik Farbstein Jones, Ala.
Boggs Farnsley Jones, Mo.
Boland Fascell Earsten
Bonner Feighan Earth
Brademas Fisher Kastenmeler
Brooks Flynt Eee
Brown, Calif. Foley Keith
Broyhill, N.C. Ford, King, Calif.
Burke William D. King, Utah
Burleson Fountain KEirwan
Burton, Calif. Friedel Kornegay
Byrne, Pa. Fulton, Tenn. Landrum
Callan Fuqua Langen
Callaway Gallagher Leggett
Carter Gettys Love
Casey Gilbert MeDowell
Chelf Gonzalez McFall
Clevenger Green, Pa. MeGrath
Conyers Grelgg McMillan
Cooley Grider McVicker
Craley Hagan, Ga. MacGregor
Culver Hagen, Calif. Mackay

Mackie
Madden
Matsunaga
Matthews
May

Meeds

Miller

Mills

Minish

Mink

Mize

Moeller
Moorhead
Morgan
Morrison
Moss

Multer
Murphy, T,
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nelsen

Nix

O’'Hara, Mich,
O'Eonskl
Olsen. Mont,
Olson, Minn.

Findley
Fogarty

Ford, Gerald R.
Fulton, Pa.

Price
Purcell
Quie
Race
Randall
Redlin
Reifel
Resnick
Reuss

NAYS—150

Garmatz
Gathings
Glaimo
Gibbons

Mailliard
Marsh

Martin, Nebr.
Mathias
Michel
Minshall
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Skubitz
Smith, ITowa
Stalbaum

Steed
Stubblefleld
Sullivan
Sweeney

° Taylor

Teague, Tex.
Tenzer
Thompson, N.J.
Todd

Wilson, Bob
Wolff
Wydler

Younger
Zablockl

NOT VOTING—63

Anderson, I11.

Andrews,
George W.

Arends

Ayres

Bates

Bolling

Bruck

Broomfield

Byrnes, Wis.

Cabell

Carey

Celler

Chamberlain

Clark
Clawson, Del
Cunningham
Dawson
Downing
Dulski

Duncan, Oreg.
Evans, Colo
Fino

Flood

Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Gilligan
Halpern

Hardy

Hays

Hébert
Hollifleld
Holland
Hosmer
Joelson
Johnson, Pa.
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Martin, Ala. Relinecke Thomas
Martin, Mass. Rivers, 8.C Thompson, Tex.
Murray Saylor Toll

O’'Hara, I11. Smith, N.Y Tuck

Patman Stafford Utt

Pepper Staggers Vanik

Powell Stephens Wyatt

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr, Eeogh for, with Mr. Stafford against.

Mr. Toll for, with Mr. Lindsay against,

Mr, Gilligan for, with Mr. Utt against.

Mr. Celler for, with Mr. Fino against.

Mrs. Kelly for, with Mr. Frelinghuysen
against.

Mr. Tuck for, with Mr. Reinecke against.

Mr. Lennon for, with Mr. Martin of Ala-
bama against.

Mr. Carey for, with Mr, Hébert against.

Mr. Martin of Massachusetts for, with Mr,
Long of Louisiana against.

Mr. Powell for, with Mr. Halpern against.

Mr. Holifield for, with Mr, Hosmer against.

Mr. Rivers of South Carolina for, with Mr.
Del Clawson against.

Mr. Joelson for, with Mr. Wyatt against.

Mr. Holland for, with Mr. Saylor against.

Mr. Hays for, with Mr. Broomfield against.

Mr. Kluczynski for, with Mr, Bates against,

Mr. Flood for, with Mr. Ayres against.

Mr. Evans of Colorado for, with Mr. Cham-
berlain against.

Mr, Duncan of Oregon for, with Mr. John-
son of Pennsylvania against.

Mr. Clark for, with Mr. Vanik against.

Mr. Cabell for, with Mr. Hardy against.

Mr. Dawson for, with Mr. Staggers against,

Mr. O'Hara of Illinois for, with Mr. Dulski
against.

Mr. Pepper for, with Mr. Downing against.

Mr. Patman for, with Mr. Cunningham
against.

Mr. Stephens for, with Mr. Anderson of
Hlinois against.

Mr. Fraser for, with Mr. Smith of New York
against.

Until further notice:

Mr. George W. Andrews with Mr. Brock.
Mr. Thomas with Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin,
Mr. Thompson of Texas with Mr. Murray.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. GREIGG. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter on the confer-
ence report just agreed to on H.R. 9811.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 2118) entitled
“An act to amend sections 9 and 37 of
the Shipping Act, 1916, and subsection
O of the Ship Mortgage Act, 1920, re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. MAGNUSON,
Mr. BArTLETT, and Mr. DomIinNick, to be
the conferees on the part of the Senate.
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STOCEKPILE DISPOSAL PROGRAM

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, recently,
the House passed H.R. 11096, a bill pro-
viding for the disposal of three items of
excess materials from the national and
supplemental stockpiles. This is the last
stockpile disposal bill which I will bring
before you this session of Congress. In
so doing, I am happy to report that this
disposal action will net the Government
approximately $17,600,000, if the market
prices remain firm,

I also wish to report that the subcom-
mittee of which I have the honor to head,
the Armed Services Committee, and the
House of Representatives have acted
favorably on every legislative proposal
for disposal of excess materials which
the executive branch of the Government
has submitted to us this session. While
certain of these administrative proposals
were amended after thorough hearings to
increase or decrease the amounts pro-
posed, none of the proposals were re-
jected. In addition, the committee has
reported out and the House of Repre-
sentatives has acted on every single
stockpile bill introduced by a Member of
this House on which a favorable report
was received from the executive branch
of the Government.

The result is that the House of Repre-
sentatives has passed 15 separate bills
providing for the disposal of 25 different
excess materials. The acquisition cost
of the materials authorized for disposal
totals approximately $1 billion.

‘We, who are charged with the responsi-
bility of hearing and recommending a
course of action in regard to the stock-
pile disposal program, are cognizant of
the tremendous responsibility placed
upon us.

We have attempted to produce sound
legislation. We always seek to avoid, in-
sofar as possible, any loss to the Govern-
ment. We have strived equally hard to
avoid any disruption in the market—and
in no instance that we know—have there
been any disruptions in the market. We
have urged the administration to present
a program for the prompt and orderly
disposal of excess materials. We have
attempted to accommodate business and
industry, which, in these times of pres-
ent shortages, have urgent need for such
materials from the stockpiles.

And yet, at the same time, we have
assured ourselves that the disposals from
our stockpiles have not in any way im-
paired our national security.

I believe I would be remiss if I did not
take this opportunity to express not only
my personal gratitude but also the ap-
preciation of the members of the sub-
committee and the Armed Services Com-~
mittee for the reception which each of
you in this august assembly, have given
our legislative program in this area.

As you know, most of this legislation
has passed under rules providing for
unanimous consent, and in the few in-
stances where the bills were enacted un-
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der the suspension of the rules, there
were no dissenting votes to the disposal
actions.

We of the committee are naturally
deeply grateful to the House for the
support given .us in making the stock-
pile disposal procedures so very success-
ful and effective.

We believe that this program has been
helpful to the Government, to business
and those employed in industry and is
in the national interest.

Again, I express my appreciation for
the confidence you have shown in this
vital area of our work.

GOP TASK FORCE ON THE FEDERAL
CIVIL SERVICE MERIT SYSTEM

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
day on the first anniversary of the Civil
Service Commission’s vigorous lack of
action, its immobile mobility in resolving
certain political arm-twisting cases I
brought to its attention. One year ago
today the Civil Service Commission ad-
vised me several Government officials in
the Rural Electrification Administra-
tion were involved in illegal violations
of Federal law and promised action.
Since then, the Civil Service Commission
has shown itself highly adept at the pro-
gressive stall, the retreating advance.
It has proved with what massive minute-
ness it can march forward backward
stealthily. Its sudden burst of inaction,
its speedy slowpace, are monuments to
diligent enforcement of Federal laws pro-
tecting our Federal civil service. The
vigor with which the Commission has
gone nowhere is remarkable, indeed.

Nor should we neglect the FBI which
also investigated these charges. The
alacrity with which the frozen scales of
justice have not moved in the Justice
Department should provide the Ameri-
can people with great reassurance.

Mr. Speaker, we are forced to conclude
from all this that such stationary leaps
as these two agencies of Government
have demonstrated are no doubt the re-
sult of a political charley horse.

In a more serious vein, Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank my good friend, the gen-
tleman from New York, Congressman
Gooperr, for today appointing me as
chairman of the special GOP task force
on the Federal civil service merit system.
I can assure the gentleman, and my col-
leagues here in this body, that I and the
other members of our task force will do
our best to bring about a more forceful
implementation of Federal civil service
laws protecting the Federal work force.

It will be our purpose to explore all
possible ways to protect Federal workers
from arm-twisting pressures applied for
political purposes, including shakedowns
for campaign funds. We intend to in-
vestigate any charges of political manip-
ulation brought to our attention. We
will also explore the ways and means our
Federal laws might be strengthened to
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assure that self-seeking and politically
motivated Government officials keep
their hands off our public servants and
their pocketbooks.

We welcome this opportunity to serve.
Any Federal worker subjected to such
harassment is invited to bring his prob-
lem to our attention.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR THE
WEEK OF OCTOBER 11, 1965

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I have asked for this time for the pur-
pose of inquiring of the distinguished
majority leader concerning the program
for next week.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
distinguished gentleman yield to me?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Ido.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, in re-
sponse to the inquiry of the distin-
guished Republican leader, we have
finished the legislative business for this
week and it is my intention to ask to go
over upon the conclusion of the an-
nouncement of the program.

The program for next week is as
follows:

Monday is District Day and there are
seven bills:

H.R. 11487, District of Columbia rev-
enue bill;

S. 1320, to amend certain criminal
laws;

S. 1715, penalties for assaulting em-
ployees of penal and correctional insti-
tutions;

H.R. 11428, Washington Channel
waterfront priority holders;

S. 1719, overtime pay for police.

H.R. 10497, increasing criminal penal-
ties for certain telephone calls; and

H.R. 11439, increasing annuities to re-
tired teachers.

There are also four travel authority
resolutions from the Committee on Rules,
as follows:

House Resolution 593, Committee on
the Judiciary;

House Resolution 594, Committee on
Public Works;

House Resolution 595, Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service; and

House Resolution 596, Committee on
Education and Labor.

Also, S. 2294, extension of the Wheat
Agreement Act, open rule, 1 hour of de-
bate; and House Resolution 602, dismiss-
ing the contested election in the Third
Congressional District of Iowa, Peterson
against Gross.

On Tuesday and Wednesday we have
H.R. 11135, Sugar Act Amendments of
1965. This will come to the House under
a closed rule, waiving points of order,
but making in order the offering of two
amendments by the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. FiNpLEY ], with 4 hours of gen-
eral debate.

H.R. 10065, the Equal Employment
Opportunity Act of 1965, which comes
with an open rule and 2 hours of general
debate.
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On Thursday there are eight unani-
mous-consent bills of the Committee on
Ways and Means, and they are as
follows:

H.R. 327, exempting from taxation
certain nonprofit corporations and asso-
ciations operated to provide reserve
funds for domestic building and loan
associations;

H.R. 7723, suspension of duty, certain
tropical hardwoods;

H.R. 8210, amending the International
Organizations Immunities Act;

H.R. 8436, dutiable status of watches,
clocks, and so forth, from insular posses-
sions of the United States;

H.R. 8445, retired pay, Tax Court
judges;

H.R. 11216, tariff treatment of articles
assembled abroad;

H.R. 10625, tax treatment of certain
amounts paid to certain members and
former members of uniformed services
and to their survivors; and

H.R. 6319, tax treatment of expropria-
tion loss recoveries.

For Friday and the balance of the
week, the supplemental appropriation
bill for 1966.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to advise the
House that the leadership will request
the indulgence of Members that we may
have flexibility in rearranging the pro-
gram during next week, as it is obvious
that we are trying to finish the business
of the House. We shall try to keep Mem-
bers advised from day to day of any
changes in or additions to the program.

May I advise further that there are
2 days when we expect not to have any
rollcall votes except on procedural mat-
ters. One is Tuesday, when we will have
only general debate on the sugar bill, and
Thursday, when several bills will he
brought up under unanimous consent,

This announcement is made, of course,
subject to the usual reservation that con-
ference reports may be brought up at
any time and that any further program
may be announced later.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman permit me to ask a
question at this point?

Mr. ALBERT. Of course.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. If we follow
this schedule, the Sugar Act amendments
will be brought up and the rule will be
passed and the debate concluded on
Tuesday, and then we shall go over and
finish that bill on Wednesday; and sub-
sequent, to that take up the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Act?

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman is cor-
rect. Wednesday, of course, is a very
heavy day. We expect to finish the work
on the sugar bill and to handle the Equal
Employment Opportunity Act.

COMMITTEE ON DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on the District of Columbia have until
midnight October 9 to file certain re-
ports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
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ADJOURNMENT OVER UNTIL MON-
DAY, OCTOBER 11

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma ?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule may be dispensed with on Wednes-
day next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, would the
distinguished minority leader yield in or-
der that I may propound a question to
the distinguished majority leader?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 1yield to the
gentleman from Missouri. L

Mr. HALL. I wonder what would be
the basis for not having any votes other
than on procedural matters on two of
the days, what those days will be, and
so forth.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, if the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan
will yield further, I am glad the gentle-
man from Missourl has brought that
matter up.

Tuesday is Columbus Day. It isa day
in which some Members of the House
have a particular interest and, of course,
all Members of the House are vitally in-
terested in that day.

Thursday is President Eisenhower's
birthday and I believe there are some
Members of the House who will have an
interest in that day. Iknow I for one do.

In the spirit of the great bipartisan
harmony which was displayed last night,
we will all want to salute the great for-
mer President of the United States.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, if the dis-
tinguished minority leader will yield fur-
ther, I would hope that the distinguished
majority leader’'s prediction will be closer
to coming true than his very erudite as-
sumption when I finally withdrew my
reservation of objection about coming in
yesterday morning at 11 o’clock, wherein
he stated that the intention was to com-
plete the bill on Friday. I had no idea
that there was to be a continuous session,
but in fact that prediction was correct
and we did finish it on Friday.

I thank the gentleman from Michigan
for yielding.

CALENDAR
ON

IMMIGRATION ACT

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
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Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, the immigration reform bill the
President signed into law at the base of
the Statue of Liberty is a historic piece
of legislation welding this Nation to its
historic ideals of equality and justice.

The action of the Congress and the
President in bringing this measure into
force is significant for reasons both sym-
bolic and practical. We are moving to
strike away harmful racial and ethnic
boundaries in our society. The new law
is a step toward that goal, for it replaces
a law that for two decades has violated
the principles on which America was
founded and grew strong.

The 40-year-old national origins sys-
tem we have replaced had little support
either in logic or in principle, and it
demeaned our Nation. In allocating
quotas according to the supposed na-
tional origins of the American popula-
tion of 1920, it favored immigrants from
the countries of northern Europe and
discriminated against those from every-
where else.

The quota for Ireland, for example,
was larger than that for all of Asia. The
quota for Switzerland was larger than
for all the nations of Africa. Because of
discrepancies such as this, quotas as-
signed northern European countries
often remained unfilled, while other
countries had long waiting lists.

The implications of the national
origins quota system remained undis-
guised—it openly suggested that one
kind of ancestry is better than another,
that a person from England is nine times
more acceptable than one from Poland
or 12 times more acceptable than one
from Italy.

This is an implication which was
rejected by four American Presidents be-
fore Lyndon B, Johnson—from President
Woodrow Wilson who vetoed the first bill
to John Kennedy. It is an implication
which America has finally put to rest.

In so doing we have asserted anew our
confidence in the strength of our tradi-
tions of equality—traditions that are in-
separable from the very origins of our
country. Indeed, not only did the
Declaration of Independence affirm that
“all men are created equal,” some of the
very grievances that caused it to be writ-
ten were the restrictions imposed on im-
migration to the Colonies by the British
Crown.

From the very beginning America was
thrown open to all equally. Thomas
Jefferson spoke for his countrymen when
he asked “Shall we refuse to the un-
happy fugitives from distress that hos-
pitality which the savages of the wilder-
ness extended to our fathers arriving in
this land? Shall oppressed humanity
find no asylum on this globe?”

Oppressed humanity did find asylum
in the New World. The settlers of our
land came from many countries, so that
America was formed both by the unity
of their uprooting and the diversity of
their cultures.

The diversity and unity are still re-
flected in our society today. We are now
an amalgam, a people different from any
other. At the same time, we are proud
of the diversity within our country that
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reflects the many nations from which
we came.

Men and women of every ethnic back-
ground have added to the culture and
achievements of our land. Their contri-
bution is not only a thing of the past—
it is before us every day. Many of them,
and their parents and their grand-
parents, might not have been able to
emigrate here had the national origins
quota system been in effect at the time
of their migration.

The legislation we have enacted is
simple and fair. It retains a limit on
total immigration not substantially
higher than present limits. But rather
than imposing arbitrary limits based on
national origin, it chooses among poten-
tial immigrants on the basis of their
relationship to persons already living in
the United States and on the basis of the
skills they can bring here. We are now
asking those who would come here,
“What can you do and what can you
contribute?””—not “Where were you
born?” The new act preserves health
and security safeguards but gives im-
migrants a preference by their skill, at-
tainments, and training, or by family
relationships, and not by ancestry or
residence.

This act will, first of all, strengthen
the United States domestically. We ad-
vance as we allow entrance to men and
women who have special skills we need
badly. Their talents will help to fill
shortages in vital professional fields.

Second, this act will strengthen the
United States in its foreign relations.
Secretary of State Rusk has pointed out
how the discriminatory features of our
immigration laws damaged our conduct
of foreign policy.

‘With the signing of this act the sincerity
of our belief in the equality of men is
no longer open to question.

What we have done also strengthens
the morality of our position toward our-
selves. We do not ask the men who are
fighting in Vietnam what their national
origins are before sending them there.
We do not ask them whether their names
are English or Irish or Italian or Jap-
anese before sending them into action.
We do not ask them in what year their
ancestors came to America.

This Immigration Act merges our
deeds with our faith. By adopting it we
have acknowledged that people of every
national background and racial origin
have built America. And we have made
clear our belief that people of every na-
tional background and racial origin will
continue to contribute to America.

CERTAIN REMARKS MADE BY MR.
DOLE, OF KANSAS

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I hope
no Member of this House will make any
disparaging remarks today about the
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wife of Representative DoLg, of Kansas,
in retaliation for his despicable action on
the floor last evening in reference to the
First Lady of our land, Mrs. Johnson. I
feel strongly that Mrs. Dole, as well as
the wives of all men in public service,
should be especially commended and
honored for the added burdens placed
upon them so that their husbands may be
privileged to be in public service. I
know I owe a great debt of gratitude to
my wife, one which I will never be able
to completely repay.

It was unfortunate to say the very least
that the gentleman from Kansas should
have maligned our First Lady in this way
at the very moment she was accompany-
ing her husband, our President, to the
hospital where he was to undergo major
surgery. There is a phrase from a popu-
lar song of a few years ago which asked
“how low can you go?” I believe that
last night the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. DoLE] showed us how to hit rock-
bottom.

Mr, ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOWARD. 1 yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Not, of course,
speaking for the gentleman from Kansas,
my very dear and longtime friend, Con-
gressman Doirg, but only speaking for
myself I feel the gentleman from New
Jersey misinterpreted the motion of the
gentleman from Kansas last night. I
hope the gentleman will mature and en-
large his sense of humor so that he will
be able to take these things as they come
without attributing to Members of the
House like Bos DoLe ulterior motives and
base personal attitudes and intentions.
I can assure the gentleman, based on my
longtime personal friendship with the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. DoLE], that
he neither intended or said anything base
or personal.

Mr. HOWARD. I think we might bet-
ter narrow our sense of humor if en-
larging it amounts to including state-
ments like that about our First Lady.

THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
I am taking this time to challenge the
correctness of the CONGRESSIONAL REc-
orD in an attempt to find out who as-
sumes the authority to expunge from the
REecorp proceedings which occur on the
floor of the House.

During the proceedings last night fol-
lowing the adoption of the motion made
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
EKruczynskil, wherein debate on title I
and all amendments thereto was to close
at 8:20 p.m., the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole stated he observed
certain Members on their feet desiring to
be recognized; and affter reading the
names from a list, announced that each
of those Members would be recognized
for 10 seconds.
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This statement was expunged from the
RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, the charge I am making
in regard to the failure of the REcorp
to reflect what happened in this partic-
ular instance is of little importance, but
the principle of permitting the Recorp
to be changed is a serious matter.

During this session particularly, the
CONGRESSIONAL REcCORD is being thrown
together not only in a sloppy manner but
I maintain it has ceased to be an official
record of what actually transpires on
the floor of the House but rather has be-
come a misrepresentation of what actu-
ally occurs. I believe the public is en-
titled to know that they cannot read the
CONGRESSIONAL REcCORD with any assur-
ance that it is an accurate record of the
proceedings of this House.

RESPECT FOR OUR FIRST LADY

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

Mr. SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection,

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the statement by my colleague
from New Jersey to this group a few
minutes ago and ask that I be affiliated
with and associated with those remarks
in the RECcoRD.

HIGHWAY BEAUTIFICATION

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, my vote
in opposition to the Highway Beautifi-
cation Act of 1965, S. 2084, was a vote
of protest against the dictatorial tactics
of this administration in the presenta-
tion and consideration of this measure.

Indeed, my sentiments favor the en-
actment of this legislation and I agree
with the major provisions of the bill.
However, support of an idea or of a type
of legislation should never require the
U.S. Congress to renounce its legislative
responsibilities. @The atmosphere in
which this measure was considered was
one of pressure and strong will.

As I listened attentatively to the early
debates on this measure during the af-
ternoon, I was of the impression that the
consideration of amendments and final
votes on the measure would deferred
until the following day. Indeed, the
legislative activity of the week had been
so meager that there appeared to be no
valid reason for a night session in order
to jam this bill through.

In the course of the late afternoon, it
appeared that a change of tactics had
developed on the Democratic side of the
aisle requiring a completion of action on
the bill before the Congress could ad-
journ yesterday. The President and Mrs.
Johnson had invited the Members of
Congress and their wives to attend a re-
ception at the White House commencing
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at 7:30 p.m. According to a later news
report the change in tactics occurred
because the President decided that the
Highway Beautification Act should be
passed in order that he could sign and
present it to Lady Bird Johnson as a
triumphal gesture in connection with the
White House reception.

The resentment on the part of many
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, including most of the Republican
Members, at this belittling concept of the
legislative function was and is completely
understandable. Indeed, the entire spec-
tacle of ignoring or denying debate with
regard to well intentioned, and perhaps
useful and necessary, amendments was
degrading and obviously damaging to
the institution of the Congress itself.
That such a measure, designed to pro-
mote scenic and natural beauty, should
be debated and decided in an atmosphere
of discord and ugliness on the part of
Members of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives, is one of the most unfortu-
nate aspects of the 1st session of the
89th Congress. The activity surround-
ing deliberations on this measure indi-
cated once again that the President is
indeed a strong-willed individual.

It is my view that had the Highway
Beautification Act of 1965 been thor-
oughly and regularly considered by the
Public Works Committee and debated
and voted upon during the regular meet-
ing hours of the Congress—and not the
late hours of the night and wee hours of
the next morning—the vote and support
in behalf of highway beautification
would have been near unanimous.

SUGAR BILL

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tlinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
amendments I will offer next Wednesday
to the sugar bill will help everybody but
the profiteers. One would help our bal-
ance of payments by about $1 billion by
transferring that amount to the U.S.
Treasury from excess profits on foreign
quotas. The other would sweep away
the lobbyists for foreign sugar interests
and with them a smog of suspicion that
has hung over sugar legislation for years.

These lobbyists are utterly worthless
to the Congress. But because of the fan-
tastic fees some of them get, the big
money in which they deal, and the way
they operate, they tend to give Congress
a bad name both at home and abroad.

When I decided to take on these lobby-
ists and do my best to put them out of
business, I suspected sugar interests
would be powerful and shrewd. This
power and shrewdness is being felt
daily—yes hourly—on Capitol Hill. I
doubt there is a Member who has not
had a message—perhaps several—from
influential sources at home urging sup-
port for the sugar bill and opposing
amendments.
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The sugar lobbyists have multi-million-
dollar special vested interests to protect.
They are experienced at applying pres-
sure where it will get the desired re-
sponse. They have resources and are
resourceful.

How resourceful are those who want to
rid Capitol Hill of the odor of sugar
lobbyists and cut out profiteering?
Frankly, the only hope I see to improve
the sugar bill is for the people who want
good government to outlobby the sugar
lobbyists between now and Wednesday.

SPECIAL GOP TASK FORCE ON THE
FEDERAL CIVIL SERVICE COM-
MISSION

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr, Speaker, as
chairman of the Republican planning
and policy committee, I wish to announce
the establishment today of a special
GOP task force on the Federal civil serv-
ice system. The gentleman from Min-
nesota, Congressman ANCHER NELSEN,
will serve as chairman. Serving with
him will be the gentleman from Virginia,
Congressman Joer T. BrovHiLn; the
the gentleman from Iowa, Congressman
H. R. Gross; the gentleman from
Kansas, Congressman RoBErT DOLE;
the gentleman from New York, Congress-
man CArRLETON J. KING.

Mr. Speaker, each of these Members
of Congress has demonstrated his unfail-
ing support for a strong civil service
merit system, and each has been espe-
cially industrious in attempting to cor-
rect the alarming abuses of Federal law
which have lately become almost com-
monplace,

Congressman NELSEN's long and per-
sistent effort to expose illegal pressures
brought to bear on our Federal workers
well qualifies him to serve as
of this important task force.

It was a historic milestone in good
government when Congressman NELSEN
forced the Government to investigate his
charges of violations of the Hatch Act
and the Corrupt Practices Act.

One year ago today, Congressman
NeLsen was notified by the Civil Service
Commission that four Federal officials
had, indeed, been found to have been
“involved” in illegal political shakedowns
of civil service subordinates in the Rural
Electrification Administration.

Since that time, we of the minority
have waited patiently for further investi-
gations to be completed by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation and for final res-
olution of these cases by the Civil Service
Commission and the FBI. These actions
have not been forthcoming.

In view of this, and other clear indica-
tions that violations of these laws con-
tinue at an ever-growing pace, we are
establishing a special GOP Task Force
to look further into these despicable
practices of political coercion of our
public servants,
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COPYRIGHT LAW AUTHORITIES
AGREE THAT RESIDUAL RIGHTS
IN SUCCESSFUL PLAYS ARE
WORTH MILLIONS OF DOLLARS;
THERE SHOULD BE NO CONFLICT
OF INTEREST IN THE WHITE
HOUSE

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, despite
statements attributed to Roger L. Ste-
vens, cultural adviser, copyright law au-
thorities agree that residual rights in
successful Broadway and Hollywood pro-
ductions are worth millions of dollars.

Since Mr. Stevens is refusing to divest
himself of the residual rights to the 150
plays he has produced, and has, accord-
ing to some reports, suggested that they
are only worth $5 to $50, Congress should
take a close look at his situation in rela-
tion to the new conflict-of-interest rules
and regulations just announced by the
U.S. Civil Service Commission.

THERE SHOULD BE NO EXCEPTIONS AND FAVOR-
ITISM IN THE APPLICATION OF PRESIDENT
JOHNSON'S NEW CONFLICT-0OF-INTEREST
REGULATIONS
Mr. Speaker, as we all know, the pres-

ent Secretary of Defense, Robert S. Mec-
Namara, had to sell his Ford Motor Co.
stock when he was appointed by Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy as Secretary of
the Defense Department. Other Cabi-
net officers have had to divest themselves
of all private holdings before they could
be confirmed. The Secretary of Defense
under President Eisenhower was required
to divest himself of his holdings. This
applied to such distinguished Americans
as Charles E. Wilson and Neil H. McEl-
roy, who gladly divested themselves of
their private holdings in order to serve
the American people.

This system, which is central to the
confirmation of appointees to high pub-
lic office by the Senate of the United
States, has worked well throughout all
the years since the founding of this Re-
public. It has protected the appointees
as well as the citizens of this great coun-
try. It has been strongly supported by
the Congress and by both major politi-
cal parties. No one, until now, has chal-
lenged this system which is rooted in our
Constitution. Appointees to high office
have been willing to divest themselves
of their private holdings, and have long
recognized that such divestment of their
private holdings is part of the price of
public office. There is a great mass of
literature and of precedent on this mat-
ter, and it is not necessary to show an
actual conflict of interest, but only the
possibility of such a conflict.

Now this basic system, which has al=-
ways operated so well, is being probed
and tested. The curious view is being
advanced that this system should not
apply to all Federal officials, even though
President Johnson has just issued an
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order calling for an end of all private in-
vestments, and moonlight employment,
which might conflict with the duties and
responsibilities of Federal officials and
employees. Under these new Civil Serv-
ice Commission rules, a GS-1 clerk will
have to justify the ethics of even such an
activity as driving a cab on his day off
or during the hours when he is not work-
ing for the Federal Government.

However, these same requirements
should not apply, according to Roger L.
Stevens, to the Chairman of the Na-
tional Endowment for the Arts estab-
lished by the National Arts and Human-
ities Act, the Special Assistant on the
Arts to the President, and the Chairman
of the Board of Trustees of the John F.
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts.
I have received indications that many
people, in addition to myself, are deeply
disturbed by this case of favoritism and
special exception, and the failure to ap-
ply the same rules to the Chairman of
the National Endowment for the Arts as
is applied to the Secretary of Defense
and the GS-1 Federal clerk.

In a statement Mr. Stevens made today
he has denied any conflict of interest. I
am pleased to include this statement, as
well as his biography which he supplied
to the Congress in 1962, and a number
of items which shed light on the subject,
at the end of my remarks.

Since the question of his royalties and
residual rights to the 150 plays he has
produced has been raised, I would sug-
gest that those who are interested in the
matter of royalties and residual rights to
successful plays might wish to read such
basic textbooks as the following “Nim-
mer on Copyright,” by Prof. Melville B.
Nimmer, of the University of California
at Los Angeles; “Entertainment Publish-
ing and the Arts,” by Alexander Lindey;
“This Business of Music,” by Sidney She-
mel; and “Residual Rights Established
by Collective Bargaining in Television
and Radio,” by Robert W. Gilbert, Law
Review of Duke University, winter, 1958.

Residual rights to a commercial play or
musical may amount to millions of dol-
lars, not the minimal $5 to $50 suggested,
according to some reports, by Roger L.
Stevens:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., September 17, 1965.
Mr. Oscar L. WEIR,
President, National Symphony Orchestra As-
sociation, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. WEIR: I regret that I must resign
from the board of the National Symphony
Orchestra.

During the recent debate on the House
floor, one Congressman raised a point about
possible conflict of interest with regard to
my being a director of the National Sym-
phony.

This would not be so bad, but there may be
problems in this area when the Kennedy
Center is completed. When I accepted mem-
bership, I thought we could worry about such
a situation when the building was finished.

Also, if by chance the Natlonal Symphony
should qualify for funds under the National
Endowment and since the question has al-
ready been raised in Congress, the orchestra
might be prevented from receiving some
necessary money.

Thus, although I deeply regret this action,
I must herewith tender by resignation.

Bincerely,
ROGER L. STEVENS,
Special Assistant on the Arts.
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STATEMENT 07 RoOGER L. STEVENS

There have been inquiries as to whether
there is a conflict of interest in my position
as Chairman of the National Council on the
Arts and I would like to clear up any pos-
sible misconceptions and allegations made
during the past few days,

First, there is an important job to be done
in the field of the arts and humanities as
indicated by the mandate given us by Con-
gress. I am proceeding to the best of my
ability and judgment to carry out this re-
sponsibility.

I am perfectly willing to declare unequivo-
cably that no organization which I have an
affiliation will be entitled to funds from any
Government program with which I am asso-
ciated.

At the time of my appointment as Chair-
man of the National Council on the Arts
I resigned from all business and nonprofit
organizations that might have any possible
conflict with my present position. The only
organizations in the arts with which I am
affiliated now are the Metropolitan Opera
Association and the American Shakespeare
Academy which are nonprofit organizations
and any organization I might join would be
in the stame category.

I feel in carrying out my duties as Chair-
man of the National Council on the Arts it
is important to be thoroughly familiar with
as many developments in the fleld of the
arts as possible by being a member of non-
profit organizations, as long as there is no
financial conflict.

There has been some discussion of royal-
ties that may accrue to me from plays. As
soon as the first class production of a play is
finished, the title of the play reverts to the
author. It has been suggested that such
royalties be put in trust. This is impossible
to do because, as has been stated, the owner-
ship reverts to the author and all control
remains in his hands,

I would like to further state that at the
time I accepted the position I had many
personal commitments including those to
employees who have worked with me for
many years. I have had to pay very sub-
stantial amounts as a result of the continu-
ing deficits incurred by these commitments.
I would be glad to open my books to con-
firm these substantial financial losses.

I have worked 4 years as Chairman of the
John F, Kennedy Center without any com-
pensation, traveling a minimum of 250,000
miles for this organization and on behalf of
the National Council on the Arts, to bring
to the country a greater knowledge of their
activities. At least 90 percent of the cost of
this travel has been paid personally. For
this I expect nothing in return, for I believe
it is the duty of every American citizen to
serve his country when asked.

As President Johnson has sald concern-
ing the arts legislation: *“This Congress will
consider many programs which will leave
an enduring mark on American life. But
it may well be that passage of this legisla-
tion, modest as it is, will help secure for this
Congress a sure and honored place in the
story of the advance of our civilization.”

I am delighted to serve, to the best of my
ability, under his leadership to see that these
new programs fulfill the promise for which
s0 many people have worked so long and
80 hard.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Herald Tribune,
Oct. 6, 1965]

New CULTURE CHIEF CoMEs UNDER FIRE
(By Dom Bonafede)

WasHINGTON.—A dispute is slowly surfac-
ing over Roger L. Stevens, prominent pro-
ducer and real estate operator who is Presi-
dent Johnson’s chief cultural adviser,

With increasing persistency, questions of a
possible conflict of interest have been raised
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in Congress concerning Mr. Stevens' private
theater interests and his public position.

Mr. Stevens, who has held an advisory
White House position as Chairman of the
National Council on the Arts, became the
$28,000-a-year Director of the National En-
dowment for the Arts last Wednesday with
the signing of the arts and humanities bill
by President Johnson. The bill provides him
with a $10 million fund to promote the arts
the first year and $61 million over the next
3 years.

Two Republican Congressmen—ALperT H.
Quig, of Minnesota, and WiLriam B, WIDNALL,
of New Jersey—have spoken on the House
floor regarding a possible conflict in Mr,
Stevens' public and private roles.

Mr. Stevens, however, strongly denies the
existence of any conflict and implies that the
attacks are motivated by political and per-
sonal considerations.

The gist of the Congressmen’s criticism
is that Mr. Stevens conceivably could use
his White House position for the benefit of
Broadway productions in which he retalns a
financial interest.

Mr. Stevens has been producing partner
in more than 150 Broadway productions, in-
cluding “Mary, Mary,” “West Side Story,”
“Cat on a Hot Tin Roof,” “Tea and Sym-
pathy,” “The Fourposter,” “The Bad Seed,”
“Ondine,” “Pleasure of His Company” and
“A Man for All Seasons."”

He is a director of the Metropolitan Opera
Association and Chairman of the John F.
Eennedy Center for Performing Arts. He
had been a member of the board of directors
of the National Symphony Orchestra, but
resigned on September 17, 2 days after Rep-
resentative QUiE told the House during de-
bate on the arts and humanities bill:

“President Johnson himself has put his
radio and television properties in trust while
he is serving as President. But the Special
Assistant on the Arts in the White House, so
far as I know, is still receiving royalties from
the Broadway farce-comedies in which he
has a major interest. His powers as Chailr-
man of this proposed National Endowment
for the Arts established by this bill makes
it possible for him to receive Federal funds
in ald of his own interests in a Broadway
theater, if only inadvertently."

The Congressmen are also concerned over
the possibility that Mr. Stevens could book
plays in which he has a financial interest
in 30 regional theaters he hopes to have
built in shopping centers throughout the
United States.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Herald Tribune,
Oct. 8, 1965)
STEVENS WoN'T END INTERESTS
(By Dom Bonafede)

WasHINGTON —Roger L. Stevens, Broadway
theater and real estate entrepreneur who
serves as White House cultural adviser, saild
yesterday he does not plan to divest his
theatrical interests in response to conflict of
interest charges raised against him.

“There is no reason to divest anything or
any reason why I should quit,” he com-
mented.

He made the statement as several Republi-
can Congressman continued to raise ques-
tions concerning a possible conflict between
his public and private actlivities.

Mr. Stevens, who has been involved in the
production of more than 150 Broadway offer-
ings, is Director of the National Endowment
for the Arts and Chairman of the John F.
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts.

Two Republican Congressmen, WiLrLiam B,
WiowaLL, of New Jersey, and ALBeERT H. QUIE,
of Minnesota, contended that Mr. Stevens, by
virtue of his Federal position, could promote
Broadway productions to his own financial
interest.

The Congressmen have called on Mr.
Stevens to divest himself of his theatrical
holdings.
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Mr. Stevens, who resigned from the board
of the National Symphony, said yesterday he
has severed his commercial ties. The latter,
he said, includes the City Investing Co., a
Washington investment firm which holds the
lease on the National Theater, the Capital's
foremost house for legitimate drama.

He maintained that Representatives Wip-
waLL and Quie did not understand the tech-
nicalities of theatrical financing and that he
could not cut his ties with the Broadway
productions because of his obligation to the
stockholders.

“I am not in control. When a play leaves
Broadway the title reverts to the author,”
he commented. He continues to receive
revenue, he said, if a play is produced in
summer stock or on the road.

He sald he resigned from the National
Symphony for reasons other than the ap-
pearance of a conflict of interest.

Representatives Quie and WioNALL have
also taken issue with a provision in the arts
and humanities bill which assures Mr. Ste-
vens his position with the endowment fund
without Senate confirmation. The provision
provides that the Chairman of the National
Council on the Arts does not need Senate
approval if he is also appointed to the en-
dowment fund. Mr. Stevens heads the Arts
Council, a White House advisory group.

Mr. WmnNaLL yesterday implied that Mr,
Stevens, a members of the board of the Met-
ropolitan Opera, had used his public office
to the financial assistance of the opera as-
sociation.

“Mr. Stevens,” sald the Congressman,
“handed out to the Metropolitan Opera Co.
$300,000 of the interest earned on money do-
nated to the Kennedy Cultural Center., The
opera company is using these funds to fi-
nance traveling productions. Some of these
productions will play Washington next
spring at the National Theater, which Mr.
Stevens’ City Investing Corp. controls
through a holding corporation lease. Asso-
ciated with Mr. Stevens in City Investing is
Robert Dowling, who serves in Washington
as chairman of the Advisory Board of the
Kennedy Center.”

(An aid to the Congressman sald after-
ward Mr. WionaLL had not been informed
that Mr. Stevens no longer was associated
with City Investing.)

According to Representative WmwaLL, the
Advisory Board has not held a formal meet-
ing in 5 years.

In reply to the Congressman's charges, Mr.
Stevens said the $300,000 interest arrange-
ment with the Met was approved by Presi-
dent Eennedy when the Center was known
as the National Cultural Center, as well as
by the Center's 45 trustees, which includes
three Senators and three Representatives.

Mr. Stevens said he planned to release an
official statement today on the charges after
it was approved by other Government offi-
cials.

Yesterday, Mr. Stevens spent most of the
afternoon in closed session before a House
Appropriations Subcommittee. He report-
edly testified in support of a $17 million sup-
plemental for the national cultural program.

[From Variety, Sept. 29, 1965]

DENIES CONFLICT, BUT STEVENS RESIGNS ONE
U.S. CuLTURAL PosT

WAsSHINGTON, September 28.—Roger Ste-
vens, President Johnson's man for all sea-
sons in the arts fleld, has resigned his chalir
on the board of Washington’s National Sym-
phony Orchestra—but he denied his resig-
nation has any special significance.

During House debate on the National
Foundation on the Arts and Humanities bill,
which has since passed, Representative Ar-
BERT H. Quie, Republican, of Minnesota,
raised the possibility of Stevens having a con-
flict of interest. Quie noted that Stevens
was on the boards of the National Symphony
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and New York's Metropolitan Opera Co., as
well as having financial interests in play
productions.

Since Stevens already has plugged for
building small playhouses in shopping cen-
ters around the country with the aid of
Federal grants, Quie sald, Stevens “if only
inadvertently” could profit from having plays
produced in the shopping centers and also
could aid in dispensing money to the Na-
tional Symphony and the Metropolitan.
Among Stevens’ jobs are heading the John F.
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts and
the National Council on the Arts. In the
latter capacity, he would become chairman
of the National Endowment for the Arts un-
der the new Federal aid to the arts bill.

Stevens told Variety Monday, Sept. 27, that
talk of a conflict of interest was “1 of about
10 reasons” for dropping the National Sym-
phony role. He completely discounted the
conflict of interest intimations and said he
would not withdraw from his other cultural
activities. He intends to stay on the Metro-
politan board, he said.

[Text of Biography Submitted to the Con-
gress by Roger L. Stevens in 1962]
BroGgraPHY OF ROGER L. STEVENS

Roger L. Stevens, appointed by President
Eennedy on September 2, 1961, to be chair-
man of the Board of Trustees of the National
Cultural Center, is not only a leading busi-
nessman but is also one of America’'s most
successful theatrical producers.

Among the more than 100 plays he has
either produced or coproduced are “A Man
for All Seasons,” “Five Finger Exercise,”
“West Side Story,” “The Caretaker,” “A Far
Country,” “Mary, Mary,” “The Visit,” “Best
Man,"” “Pleasure of His Company,” “Time
Remembered,” “Major Barbara,” “Cat on a
Hot Tin Roof,” “Bus Stop,” “Bad Seed,” “Sa-
brina Fair,” “Tea and Sympathy,” “The Four-
poster,” and many others which have con-
sistently been among the 10 best plays of
the year.

His business activities, largely in real
estate, have included some of the Nation's
most important projects. He was, for in-
stance, head of the syndicate which pur-
chased the Empire State Building in 1951,
He is a director of the City Investing Co. and
other corporations, as well as chairman of
the Board of University Properties in Seattle
and of Davidson Bros. Midwest depart-
ment store chain. His business activities
encompass numerous projects of similar
magnitude.

Apart from being one of the country’s top
producers, his additional activities in the
theater include being president of the Pro-
ducers Theater, president of the Phoenix
Theater, past president of the New Drama-
tists Committee. He is also a.member of the
executive committee of the American
Shakespeare Festival and Academy, treas-
urer of ANTA, member of the Board of the
Metropolitan Opera Co., ete.

He was born in Detroit, Mich., on March
12, 1910. After attending school in Ann
Arbor, he was graduated from the Choate
School in 1928 and attended the University
of Michigan. His honorary degrees include
doctor of humanities at Wayne State Uni-
versity and doctor of humane letters at Tu-
lane University.

Mr. Stevens, as chairman of the board of
the National Cultural Center, expresses the
philosophy that the center is a national
movement to encourage the performing arts
throughout the Natlon. The structures,
which will cost $30 million, will be erected
in Washington, D.C.—a symphony hall, a
theater, and a hall for opera, ballet, and
musical comedy—and will represent the cul-
tural movement throughout the country.
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To further this widespread plan there will
be, in future years, regional facilities for
the discovery and development of local talent
in all the performing arts. Many of these
new talents will thereafter enjoy the public
platform afforded them by the Natlonal Cul-
tural Center in the Capital.

YOUTH AND FREE ENTERPRISE

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to insert at this point in the Recorp
an editorial which was presented on
WCYB-TV in Bristol, Va.-Tenn., by Mr.
Walter Crockett, editorial director of the
station. Mr. Crockett reported on a
survey of high school seniors in Ashe-
ville, N.C., that was made to determine
if their economic thinking was in line
with the national trend. I know my
colleagues and the readers will find the
startling results of this survey most in-
teresting and worthy of their contem-
plation:

WHERE ARE WE GoING?

Most of our high school youngsters think
that money grows on trees and the trees grow
in Washington. That is the general con-
clusion that is confirmed by a survey by the
Asheville, N.C., sales and marketing execu~-
tives, and reported by the Asheville Citizen
newspaper.

The executives surveyed 1,202 high school
senlors to determine if their economiec think-
ing was in line with the national trend.

Elghty-one percent of the students belleve
the Government should keep wages from
falling when times get relatively hard.

Forty-three percent subscribe to the
theory that the fairest economic system
“takes from each according to his ability and
gives to each according to his need.”

Some 37.9 percent of these students did say
that business has done the most to improve
American living standards, but 29.2 percent
credited the Government with that accom-
plishment and 14.6 percent said it was “all
due to the unions.”

Nowhere in this survey was any indication
that a preponderant majority of these high
school seniors have a clear understanding for
the basic principles of free enterprise.

The Asheville survey results is in line with
national survey findings. There probably
would be no significant deviation if specific
surveys were made in Bristol, Johnson City,
Kingsport, or elsewhere in our region.

What it means is that in the home, In
schools, we have falled to stress the value of
the free competitive system which is the
heart of the American economic system.

Our children are not learning the baslc
facts of how jobs are created by business and
industry, and how the wheels of factories
must turn.

These are children who have never had
practical contact with a major depression.

They have not experienced structures on
the necessitles of life, such as food and
clothing.

We have been failing to teach them at
home and in school that there would be no
lavish spending by the States and by Uncle
Sam if our free enterprise economic system
were not operating profitably.
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We are not teaching them that money
alone is not the big answer—that neither
this country nor any other can manufacture
and guarantee full economic and social
equality.

The youth survey answers are not surpris-
ing, because we are living in an era when it
is popular to invent Federal spending
schemes and money is being poured into
flelds of dubious value. The present Con-
gress has set a new high record for so-called
social legislation. Our young people are be-
ing indoctrinated into the theory that Uncle
Sam is, or will be, the arbiter of all things.

The picture causes one to wonder where
we are going.

NEED TO AMEND GRAIN GRADE
STANDARDS

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. LANGEN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, farmers
in the Midwest have experienced a most
unusual harvest season. For instance,
our northwestern Minnesota farmers
watched the development of what looked
like a sure bumper crop, only to have the
skies open up with a deluge of rain at
the very moment the harvesting equip-
ment was to have moved into the fields.
The harvest consequently has been de-
layed by over a month in some areas as
the persistent rains continued to fall.
The damage has been heavy and the
moisture content of some grains has be-
come comparatively high, in fact too
high for some commodities so that they
do not qualify for Department of Agri-
culture storage loans.

This is particularly true for flax, and
I have urged the Department to review
the discount schedule and grain grade
standards and amend them to make it
easier for the farmers in the rain-soaked
areas to obtain these storage loans.

The maximum moisture limit in the
numerical grades of flaxseed were re-
cently lowered from 11 to 9.5 percent. A
number of people in the flaxseed indus-
try are concerned that the producers in
the rain-hit areas will not be able to
qualify their crops for storage loans un-
der the lowered limit. Therefore we
have asked the Department to raise the
limit for this year’s crop so that flaxseed
can readily be moved into storage bins
under loan contracts. This change is ur-
gently needed to avert financial problems
in these stricken areas.

The areas in question are located in
one of the greatest flax-producing sec-
tions of the Nation, and are in the north-
ern reaches of the country where cool
weather will permit storage of flaxseed
with moisture content up to 11 percent.
There is little if any danger of sponta-
neous heating in that region, so there is
no logical reason why the limits cannot
be reset to accommodate these farmers.

These farmers should not be unduly
penalized by these unusual and unavoid-
able natural circumstances. Therefore
a review of the loan requirements is in
order. I have asked the Secretary of
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Agriculture to give every consideration
to these unusual circumstances and to
amend the grain grade standards as
much as possible to insure these farmers
of inclusion under the loan programs.

HOW DO SUGAR LOBBYISTS EARN
THEIR MONEY?

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, recent
developments raise questions about the
role of sugar lobbyists in regard to for-
eign quotas.

Five Central American countries have
complicated representation arrange-
ments.

Their principal lobbyists are Attorney
Sheldon Z. Kaplan, of Washington, and
Miss Dina Dellale, of New York.

Miss Dellale is listed at the Justice
Department as an economic consultant
on sugar.

She has individual contracts with
Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, and
Nicaragua, each providing her payment
of $9,000 a year. In addition, she gets
$1,200 annually from Honduras.

As executive director of the Latin
American Sugar Council—recently re-
named the Central American Sugar
Council—which consists of the same
countries, she draws a salary of $7,500.

This means her gross income for serv-
ing as an economic consultant on sugar
to these five countries is $44,700 a year.

Reports she has filed show she also gets
reimbursement for expenses. In the first
6 months of 1965, she reports being re-
imbursed $2,150 by the council.

Other reports show that she was first
hired in 1961 by Costa Rica alone for
$5,000 plus expenses. In 1962 this was
raised to $750 a month, and now her
clientele has expanded to the other
countries with grand total income cur-
rently at $44,700.

Kaplan received in the period from
March 28, 1964 to March 28, 1965 from
his five foreign principals a total of $41,-
200—itemized as follows:

41, 200

As general counsel for the Latin
American Sugar Council he received in
the period from June 28, 1964 to June
28, 1965 a total of $8,000 plus a report
of reimbursed expenses in the amount
of $4,273.40.

This means his gross salary from these
interests was approximately $49,000
during a 12-month period.

The two sugar lobbyists thus cost their
principals about $100,000—salaries and
expenses—for the year.

Each testified briefly one day last Au-
gust before the House Committee on
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Agriculture. What other services do they
perform to justify these high fees?

Among their clients is Honduras, a
country which does not yet export sugar
but which sought and did receive a quota
for the first time in the present legisla-
tion. What part, if anything, did the
lobbyists have in this accomplishment?

Two of their other clients, E1 Salvador
and Costa Rica, received higher quotas
from the committee than recommended
by the administration. At present
prices, the 5-year premium value of the
changes including Honduras, come to
$8,746,750.

What is the background of the quota
proposal for Thailand?

The Calabrian Co., of New York in 1964
made a survey to determine whether an
investment for sugar production in
Thailand would be justified. The finding
was negative. Under a customary ar-
rangement with AID, Calabrian was
reimbursed $37,500 by the U.S. Govern-
ment, half of the cost of the survey.

Calabrian tried to work out a barter
deal, under which Thailand sugar would
be traded for U.S. tobacco. This fell
through because Thailand had no U.S.
sugar quota.

Former Congressman George M. Grant
was hired as sugar lobbyist for Thailand,
and Calabrian helped to prepare the
statement he presented in August to the
House Agriculture Committee. In his
proposal to the committee, Grant guar-
anteed a barter deal similar to that
earlier proposed by Calabrian if the quota
was granted.

The Agriculture Committee voted
Thailand a quota of 19,864 tons. At
present, the 5-year premium value of the
quota is $6,952,400.

All this makes it appear that the real
motive force behind the Thailand quota
gas not Thailand itself but an American

rm.

The question naturally arises, what
kind of a deal does the Calabrian Co. get
if the Thailand quota goes through?

Attorney Charles Patrick Clark, whose
principal lobbyist background was for
Spain in nonsugar matters, has received
$47,500 as sugar lobbyist for Venezuela
in the last 3 months, according to re-
ports he has filed at the Justice Depart-
ment. No report of any expenses has
been made. Aside from reading a state-
ment to the Agriculture Committee one
day in August, what has he done? Why
did the Committee on Agriculture in-
crease the quota to Venezuela?

The administration had recommended
a quota of 2,676 tons. The committee
increased this to 30,809 tons. At present
prices, the 5-year value of the increase
is $9,846,550.

Did Clark have any role in that ac-
complishment? If so, what? What has
he been reporting to Venezuela to justify
the $47,500?

CASIMIR PULASKI: POLISH HERO,
AMERICAN PATRIOT

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the gentleman

from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND]

may extend his remarks at this point
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in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, on
the 11th of October, 186 years ago, a
noble and heroic life was given to the
cause of liberty. On that day Count
Casimir Pulaski, famed Polish patriot
and brigadier general in the American
Revolution, died of fatal wounds sus-
tained during the seige on Savannah.
With his death this Nation, Poland and
the world lost one of their most valiant
advocates of freedom.

Each year, the anniversary of his pass-
ing is commemorated by the observance
of Gen. Casimir Pulaski Memorial Day
in cities across the Nation. I would like
to give special emphasis at this time to
the very worthwhile celebration being
planned in Manchester, N.H.

Under the general auspices of the Pol-
ish American Citizens Club, the cere-
monies will take place in Pulaski Park
at 12:30 on Sunday, October 10. The
Pulaski Day Celebration Committee of
Manchester is to be commended for their
industrious planning of the occasion.

General Pulaski was a man deserving
of special tribute, and I am proud that
this year, on the recommendation of
Congress, the President has issued a
proclamation designating the commemo-
ration of this day.

It is proper—

The proclamation states:
that the American people continue to pay
grateful tribute to General Pulaski for his
heroic sacrifice in freedom's cause, and to
the manifold and continuing contributions
of Polish Americans in the defense and prog-
ress of this Nation.

The heritage left us by General Pulaski
through his heroic contributions to
American independence, to the concept
of liberty and to Poland has been upheld
and enriched by the succeeding genera-
tions of Polish immigrants. They have
entered with distinetion into every pro-
fession and field of endeavor in our com-
munities and Nation. They have shown
an astounding capacity for hard work.

Just as Pulaski held firm to a deep love
of liberty and an undying belief in a uni-
versal concept of freedom, our Americans
of Polish descent have been resolute
against communism, against bigotry,
hate, and injustice everywhere. They
have not forgotten that Poland and a
vast part of the world remains under
tyranny.

They have stood firm by their Christian
faith and the prayer that the sacrifice of
men like Pulaski and the thousands of
other Polish sons who have given their
lives someday will no longer be necessary
in a world blessed with peace and free-
dom.

Count Pulaski came to America on
July 23, 17717, to volunteer to fight for an
ideal that dominated his life. He was
not a soldier of fortune. He was already
famed throughout Europe for his bril-
liant and heroic exploits against Kath-
erine the Great on behalf of a free and
undivided Poland. And to the American
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cause he gave $50,000 of his own estate
to form the first American cavalry.

His brilliant military leadership at
Brandywine in defense of George Wash-
ington’s forces was acknowledged by his
promotion to brigadier general, and his
organization, training regulations, and
tactical skill in commanding the famed
Pulaski Legion earned him the title of
“The Father of the American Cavalry.”

His death was a loss to two continents.
The ideals which he helped to gain a
foothold in the New World have been a
blessing to mankind. As he wrote in
later life:

I could not submit to stoop before the
sovereigns of Europe, so I came to hazard all
for the freedom of America.

TIME TO ADJOURN

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I regret not
being on the floor earlier today when the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
Howarp] mentioned my name. I do ap-
preciate my colleague the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ELLSWORTH] respond-
ing in my absence.

We have indeed been here too long
when it becomes so obvious some have
lost their sense of humor.

My amendment calling attention to
the role of the First Lady in the con-
sideration of the beautification bill was
offered, without comment because of time
limitations imposed by the majority. It
followed, I might add, a United Press
International wire story which com-
menced as follows:

House leaders drove toward passage of
Lady Bird Johnson's highway beauty bill to-
night in the hope of handing it to her as a
present at a “Salute to Congress" party at
the White House.

Everyone in this country—and I
thought everyone in this Congress—was
aware of Mrs. Johnson's active interest
in this legislation; and my suggestion
that she continue to have a managerial
role in the administration of her pet
project was aimed at a program which I
cannot approve, not at the First Lady,
for whom I have profound respect.

If my timing was in someone’s opin-
ion, inappropriate, may I submit it was
no more inappropriate than the timing
of the consideration of the legislation.
It seems strange the House would stay
in session until 12:51 this morning then
meet again at noon and adjourn about
3 p.m., unless, of course, the UPI story
was accurate.

In the course of our history, some of
our First Ladies, and wives of other pub-
lic officials, have been completely con-
tent to be the devoted wife. Others have
sought for a greater fulfillment through
their personal involvement in public
affairs.

It is not for me to judge which is
proper and appropriate, but surely it is
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obvious that the choice is not without
peril.

When one chooses to step down from
the pedestal of the dutiful preoccupied
wife of the President, or other public
official, and to wade into the turbulent
stream of public controversy, one must
expect to, at least, get her feet wet.

The cries of anguish from the fresh-
men Member from New Jersey were not
born of naivete about these facts of life,
so I can only conclude my pointed humor
must have been painfully telling on the
gentleman.

COMMUNIST PERFIDY IN VIETNAM
IS OLD STORY FIRST CITED BY
DR. TOM DOOLEY IN 1954

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. AsaBroOK] is recognized for
15 minutes.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr., Speaker, I
wish that all those who have doubts
about the justice of the overall U.S. pol-
icy in Vietnam could read and digest the
following excerpt from the book, ‘“De-
liver Us From Evil,” by the late Dr.
Thomas A. Dooley. Most of us probably
forget that Tom Dooley was in Vietnam
at the time of the Geneva Agreement in
1954 when Vietnam was divided into two
parts, North and South.

As a young doctor he served in a stag-
ing area for the evacuation of those peo-
ple in the North who preferred exile in
South Vietnam to life under the Commu-
nists. He described his initial reaction
to his first case of Communist bestial-
ity thus:

Inside that hut I had just seen a master-
piece of systematic torture. Under the sky,
I retched and vomited my insides out. I was
grateful that no one followed me; they un-
derstood and were patient.

Today, 11 years later, there are those
who still will not learn. Of course, you
will not find them among the Americans
I recently visited in Saigon or at the
front lines in Vietnam. They have no
delusions as to communism and can per-
sonally testify on the basis of their own
experience as did Tom Dooley years ago.

As recent events indicate, the elements
of doubt and opposition are to be found
among a small but vocal band of college
and university students and professors
who have discarded the standards of sci-
entific method used to attain all possible
objectivity. At Rutgers University a re-
cent teach-in found one professor saying
he would welcome the impending victory
of the Vietcong. This is all too typical
of this leftist attack on our policy in
Vietnam.

Tom Dooley had one purpose in in-
cluding the chapter, “Communist Reedu-
cation,” in his book:

The purpose of this book is not to sicken
anyone or to dwell upon the horror of ori-
ental tortures. But I do want to show what
has come upon these people of the delta.
And justice demands that some of the atroc-
ities we learned of in Haiphong be put on
record.

To further fulfill Dr. Thomas A. Doo-
ley’s wish, and to demonstrate to the
American people the heinous nature of
the enemy we all face, I include the
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above-mentioned chapter in the Recorp
at this point:

CHAPTER XV—COMMUNIST REEDUCATION

The children of Vietnam become old very
young. They are mature and grave while
still in early adolescence, and they are often
very brave.

A number of them worked for us in the
camps, staying on for months. They did
adult work, accepted adult responsibilities;
when they could bum cigarettes, they even
smoked like adults. Yet they were only 8
or 10 or 12 years old.

Each of my corpsmen had six or seven
such young assistants. The badge of honor
was a white sailor hat. A retinue of them
followed me around day and night, some-
times to my embarrassment, They might
come to me and lead me to a feeble old
woman who could not leave her tent, or take
me to see a man who was crippled. They
would run errands for me, fetch things I
wanted, boll water for the sick-call tent.
Sometimes they did my laundry, but on such
occasions they were apt to wash the clothes
in a rice paddy, and the wrong paddy at that,
s0 I discouraged this. And sometimes they
would ride my truck just for the fun of it,
as children should.

During the months when I was living in
Haiphong hotels, they would sleep outside
my door. They were often the go-betweens
when newly arrived escapees needed help im-
mediately.

Whenever Mr. Ham or any other Viet-
namese official wanted to see me, he would
spot one of these kids with the sallor hats,
or one of the shoeshine boys, and tell him
to “find the Bac Sy My.”

When one of my assistants would leave
for the south we would hold a little cere-
mony. Various ships’ officers had glven me
their ensigns' bars. So, on the officlal day,
the Quan Hi, or lieutenant, would commis-
slon his assistant a Quan Mot or ensign in
the U.S, Navy. A bar was pinned on him and
his sense of self-importance increased so you
could notice it. I hope the Personnel De-
partment of the Navy will be understanding
when it hears about my unusual recruiting
service.

The Viet Minh directed much of their
propaganda at the children and adolescents
of the nation, and they went to unbelievable
lengths to drive the propaganda home. The
first time I ever saw the results of a Com-
munist “reeducation” class was during the
month of December. What had been done to
those children one December afternoon was
the most heinous thing I had ever heard of.

Having set up their controls in the village
of Halduong, Communists visited the village
schoolhouse and took seven children out of
class and into the courtyard. All were
ordered to sit on the ground, and their hands
and arms were tied behind their backs. Then
they brought out one of the young teachers,
with hands also tied. Now the new class
began.

In a volce loud enough for the other chil-
dren still in the classroom to hear, the Viet
Minh accused these children of treason. A
patriot had informed the police that this
teacher was holding classes secretly, at night,
and that the subject of these classes was
religion. They had even been reading the
catechism.

The Viet Minh accused the seven of con-
spiring because they had listened to the
teachings of this instructor. As a punish-
ment they were to be deprived of their hear-
ing. Never again would they be able to listen
to the teachings of evil men.

Now two Viet Minh guards went to each
child and one of them firmly grasped the
head between his hands. The other then
rammed a wooden chopped chopstick into
each ear. He jammed it In with all his force.
The stick split the ear canal wide and tore
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the ear drum. The shrieking of the children
was heard all over the village.

Both ears were stabbed in this fashion.
The children screamed and wrestled and suf-
fered horribly. Since their hands were tied
behind them, they could not pull the wood
out of their ears. They shook their heads
and squirmed about, trying to make the
sticks fall out. Finally they were able to
dislodge them by scraping their heads
against the ground.

As for the teacher, he must be prevented
from teaching again. Having been forced to
witness the atrocity performed on his pupils,
he endured a more horrible one himself. One
soldier held his head while another grasped
the victim’s tongue with a erude pair of pliers
and pulled it far out. A third guard cut off
the tip of the teacher’s tongue with his bay-
onet, Blood spurted into the man's mouth
and gushed from his nostrils onto the ground.
He could not scream; blood ran into his
throat. When the soldiers let him loose he
fell to the ground vomiting blood; the scent
of blood was all over the courtyard.

Yet neither the teacher nor any of the
pupils died.,

When news of this atrocity came across
the Bamboo Curtaln, arrangements were
made for escape, and soon teacher and pupils
were in tent 130 at Camp de la Pagode.

We treated the victims as well as we could,
though this was not very well. I was able
to pull the superior and inferior surfaces of
the tongue together and close over the raw
portions. The victim had lost a great deal
of blood and, as we had no transfusion setup,
all I could do was to give him fluids by mouth.
He could not eat anything solid, not even rice.
For the children, prevention of infection was
the important thing. Peniecillin took care
of this, but nothing could give them back
their hearing.

The purpose of this book is not to sicken
anyone or to dwell upon the horror of Orien-
tal tortures, which we recall from World War
II and from Korea. But I do want to show
what has come upon these people of the
Delta. And justice demands that some of
the atrocities we learned of in Haiphong be
put on record.

One midnight, shortly before Christmas,
I was awakened by knocking on my hotel
door. Two young boys asked if Bac Sy My
would please go with them right away. I
thought they were from the camp, and that
there was something there that needed my
attention. So I quickly dressed and went
out to the truck. As we were heading out
the road, the children motioned for me to
turn off onto a path running between two
rice paddies. I didn't understand, but they
were so earnest that I followed their direc-
tions. We turned and drove several hundred
yards to a straw paillote, or round hut-like
building.

I bent, entered the low door, and then
noticed first how dark it was and second
how unexpectedly large it was inside. There
was a kerosene lamp burning in one part of
the hut and near it were several kneeling
figures—an old man, an old woman, several
boys—chanting prayers in a quiet monotone.

They greeted me with “Chao ong, Bac Sy
My,"” clasping their hands before them and
bowing their heads, in the Oriental fashion.
Then I saw that there was a man lying on a
straw mattress which in turn was atop eight
or nine long pleces of bamboo, making a
crude stretcher. His face was twisted In
agony and his lips moved silently as though
he were praying, as indeed he was.

When I pulled back the dirty blanket that
was over him, I found that his body was a
mass of blackened flesh from the shoulders
to the knees. The belly was hard and dis-
tended and the scrotum swollen to the size
of a football. The thighs were monstrously
distorted. It was one of the most grisly
sights I had ever seen. The idea of merely
touching this man was repugnant.
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I felt queasy, knew I was going to be sick
and rushed outside. Inside that hut I had
Jjust seen a masterpiece of systematic torture.
Under the sky, I retched and vomited my
insides out. I was grateful that no one fol-
lowed me; they understood and were patient.

I am not sure how long it took for me to
get hold of myself, but I finally regained
enough nerve and stability to go back and
care for this human nightmare. But what
could I do? For his pain I could give him
morphine. For the belly I could do little, as
the skin was not broken in more than four
or five spots. All the bleeding was subcu-
taneous, in bruises which were turning a
purple-yellow. I put a large needle into
the scrotum in an attempt to drain out some
of the fiuid. Later I would insert a catheter
into the bladder so that the patient could
urinate. What else could I do?

I asked the old woman what on God’s earth
had happened to this poor human being.
She told me,~

He was her brother, a priest, from the
parish of Vinh Bao, just on the other side of
the Bamboo Curtain. Vinh Bao was not more
than 10 kilometers away from Halphong.

The area had been in Viet Minh hands for
only about 7 months and the Viets had not
yet completely changed the pattern of village
life. The priest was permitted to continue
celebrating mass, but only between 6 and T
o'clock in the morning. This was the time
when most of the peasants were just ready
to start the morning’s work and, under Com-
munist rule, this was the hour when people
had to gather in the village square for a
daily lecture on the glories of the “new life.”

This meant that they were unable to at-
tend the parish priest’s mass either dally or
on Sunday. So, for the few who dared to risk
his services, the valiant 57-year-old priest
held them in the evening. The Communists
decided that he needed reeducation.

Late the night before, Communist soldiers
had called at the priest’s chapel, accused him
of holding secret meetings and ordered him
to stop. Defiantly he replied that nothing
could stop him from preaching the word of
God. And so this is what they did: they
hung him by his feet from one of the crude
wooden beams under the ceiling. His head
was so close to the ground that he later sald,
“Frequently I would place my hands on the
ground to try to take the pressure off my
feet.”

With short, stout bamboo rods they pro-
ceeded to beat the “evil” out of him. They
went on for hours; he did not know just how
long. They concentrated on the most sensi-
tive parts of the anatomy. “The pain was
great,” the priest said. It must have been
very great indeed.

He was left hanging in the chureh, and
early the next morning his altar boys found
him there and managed to cut him down.
They were only 8 to 10 years old, and they ran
to their parents, attending compulsory
classes in the square, and sobbed out the
news.

The parents told them what to do and
then said goodby to them, knowing that it
might be goodby forever. The children
lashed together an arrangement of bamboo
poles that could be carried as a litter and
floated as a raft. They put the priest on this
and carried him down the back lanes of the
village. They hid him near the bank of the
river, which formed one of the boundaries of
the free zone. After dark, they lowered the
raft gently to the water and, with three on
each side, paddled to the middle of the river,
where they were swept into the downriver
current. The coolness of the water probably
did more for the priest than most of my
medicines. They managed to get him across
the river to the free zone without being seen.
Arriving late at night, they carried the man
to the hut of his sister. Then they came to
find me.
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I made daily visits to him thereafter and
gave him antiblotics and more morphine.
Miraculously, he survived; his own strong
constitution and, no doubt, his faith brought
about a cure.

Sooner than I would have considered likely
he was sufficilently recovered to be taken to
Camp de la Pagode. Although he was still
crippled, he was soon saying daily mass and
teaching the children their catechism; in
fact, for a time he served as the camp’s more
or less regular chaplain.

Perhaps I should have let him do it when
he insisted that he must return to the vil-
lage. Perhaps the world needs martyrs, al-
though Tonkin, I thought, had an oversup-
ply already. Next time the Comumunists
would have killed him for sure.

I know that it is not just to judge a whole
system from the conduct of a few. However,
this was communism to me. This was the
ghoulish thing which had conquered most of
the Orient and with it nearly half of all
mankind. From December until the last day,
there were two or three atrocities a week that
came within my orbit. My night calls took
me to one horror after another.

Early in my Haiphong stay I was puzzled
not only by the growing number but by the
character of Communist atrocities. So many
seemed to have religious significance. More
and more, I was learning that these punish-
ments were linked to man's belief in God.

Priests were by far the most common ob-
Jects of Communist terror. It seemed that
the priests never learned their *“Hoc-Tap
Dan-Chu,” their “Democratic Studies and
Exercises,” as well as they were expected to.
This meant that they had to be reeducated
more severely than others. It is difficult to
take men whose life had been dedicated to
bellef in God and straighten them out so
that they no longer believe in God. In fact,
most of them proved unconquerable.

Catholics have many plous ejaculations
which they utter frequently—"Jesus, Mary,
and Joseph,” for example, and “Lord have
mercy on us.” The Communists ordered the
priests to substitute new slogans for them,
for example, “Tang gal san u xuat” (in-
creased production), and “Chien tranh nhan”
(the people's war). Perhaps the expression
most often heard in the conquered north
was “Com Thu" (hatred).

The Communists have perfected the tech-
nigues of torture, inflicting in one moment
pain on the body and in the next pain on the
mind. When Tonkin spring came and the
monsoon ended, I thought perhaps nature
might bring a change in the tenor of things.
I was wrong. On the first Sunday of March,
I was asked by Father Lopez of the Philip-
pine Catholic Mission to come visit a “sick
man,” a priest who had just escaped from
the Vietminh.

We walked across the huge sprawling
courtyard to the living quarters. In a back
room there was an old man lying on straw
on the floor. His head was matted with pus
and there were eight large pus-filled swell-
ings around his temples and forehead.

Even before I asked what had happened,
I knew the answer. This particular priest
had also been punished for teaching “‘trea-
son.” His sentence was a Communist version
of the crown of thorns, once forced on the
Savior of whom he preached.

Eight nails had been driven into his head,
three across the forehead, two in the back
of the skull and three across the dome. The
nalls were large enough to embed themselves
in the skull bone. When the unbelievable
act was completed, the priest was left alone.
He walked from his church to a neighboring
hut, where a family jerked the nails from
his head. Then he was brought to Haiphong
for medical help. By the time of his ar-
rival, 2 days later, secondary infection had
set in.

I washed the scalp, dislodged the clots, and
opened the pockets to let the pus escape. I
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gave the priest massive doses of penicillin
and tetanus oxide and went back to the mis-
sion every day. The old man pulled through.
One day when I went to treat him, he had
disappeared. Father Lopez told me that he
had gone back to that world of silence behind
the Bamboo Curtain. This meant that he
had gone back to his torturers. I wonder
what they have done to him by now.

Priests were not the only victims of bru-
tality. One day an old woman came to sick
call in the camp. She was wearing a cloth
bound tightly around her shoulders in a
figure of 8. We removed the cloth and found
that both the collar bones had been frac-
tured. En route to the camp, she told us,
she had been stopped by a Viet Minh guard
who, for the crime of attempting to leave
her land, had struck her across the shoulders
with the butt of his rifle, ordering her to
go back home. This fractured the bones,
making her shoulders slump forward and
causing excruciating pain. Nevertheless, she
managed to escape. In time, with medical
care and a regimen of vitamins, she healed.

Always there was the painful thought:
“My God. For every one of these who come
here, there must be hundreds or even thou-
sands who could not escape.”

One day a young man came to sick call
with a marked discoloration of the thumbs.
They were black from the first Joint to the
tips. He was suffering from gangrene, of
the dry type, called mummification. There
was no great pain, no blood, just raw ne-
crosis of tissue.

He said he had been hung by his thumbs
to reeducate him. This had happened about
a week earlier, and since then his thumbs
had been getting a little darker every day.
Now they were beginning to smell.

During the course of the examination,
while I was manipulating the left thumb,
a8 plece of it actually broke off. There was
no bleeding, no pain; there was just a chunk
of his thumb that stayed in my hand. This
dried piece of flesh, like that of a mummy,
had crumbled away with the slightest pres-
sure. The circulation had been cut off for
50 long—he sald he had been left hanging
for days—that permanent damage had been
done, and all the cells and tissue had died
distal to the point where his thumbs had
been tied with cord.

“But remember, my friend,” one of the
elders said to me, “these people might never
have left the north if the Communists had
not done these cruel deeds against those who
preached and practiced their religion.”

I feel sure he was right. There were many
Buddhists among the refugees, but when I
thought of the attendance at daily Mass I
had no doubt that 75 or 80 percent of them
were Catholics. Of the 2 million Catholics
in Vietnam, about 1,750,000 lived in the
north. Then came the Communists and in-
evitable disillusionment with the promised
reforms. Perhaps they could have borne up
under the oppressive taxes, the crop quotas,
the forced labor, and the loss of freedom.
But when the right to worship God was
taken from them—often by the most brutal
means—they knew it was time to go.

“What fools they are, these Vietminh,” the
elder said. "“They coax the people to stay,
tell them lies, and even try to stop them at
the perimeter. Then they do the very things
that will drive the people into exile. Per-
haps it is the will of God.”

To say that the Communists tried to stop
the refugees at the perimeter was to put it
mildly. Though under the Geneva agree-
ment anyone had a right to leave the north
who wanted to, the Communists began to
violate the agreement on this point from the
day it was signed.

As T have indicated earlier, they employed
trickery, threats, violence, and even mur-
der to stop the southward rush of their sub-
jects. “It is my duty,” said Premier Diem
in Salgon on January 22, 1855, “to denounce
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before the free world and before Christen-
dom the inhuman acts of repression and
coercion taken by the Vietminh against
the populations wanting to leave the Com-
munist zone, acts which are flagrant viola-
tions of the Geneva agreement.”

The Premier later estimated that a quarter
of a million more would have left if there
had been no harassments. My own belief is
that this figure is not half large enough.
The unbroken flow of the luckier, and of the
wounded and mangled who made it to the
American camps, was a clue to how many
falled to make it. Besides, it is reasonable
to assume that thousands who thirsted for
freedom lacked the courage or the vitality to
take the risks.

Many and various were the Communist de-
vices to keep the people in the north, They
made 1t illegal for more than one member
of a family to travel on a bus or train in the
affected area at the same time; or for more
than two persons to go on foot together on
the roads pointing to the evacuation zone.
This made it difficult for would-be refugees,
whose families were large and held by power-
ful bonds of unity, to break away.

Nevertheless, desperate parents often sent
their children ahead, two today, two tomor-
row, with instructions to get to the American
camp. By the dozens and the hundreds I
saw youngsters, alone, exhausted, and sor-
rowful, arrive and settle down on the fringes
of my camp to wait for their elders. Many a
time they waited in vain,

In many parts of the Tonkin the Com-
munists ruled that special passports would
be required—not to leave the country; that
would have flouted Geneva too crudely—but
to cross from one canton into another, Ob-
taining the passports involved steep fees
and fantastic red tape. But only with such
documents were the refugees permitted to
travel as family groups.

Having at long last received its passport,
a family might set out on foot on the long
road to Haiphong. Fifteen or 16 days later,
their food almost gone, sore and perhaps
sick, they would reach a canton line.
They would run into that old dodge of the
expired passport.

The Communist guard would examine
their hard-won document and laugh, “Com-
rades, this passport is good for only 14 days.
Didn't you know that? Oh, you can't read?
Well, anyhow, go back and get a new one.”

As a leftover of the war, many roads were
sown with mines and booby traps. The vic-
torious Communists dug them up. But often
they did not detonate them. Instead they
tossed them with designed casualness into
race paddies, swamps, and bushes close to
the perimeter of our evacuation area. If
citizens trying to crawl to freedom at night
were blown to bits, it only served them right.

Yet here are the terms of the agreement:
“Any civilians residing in a district con-
trolled by one party who wish to go and
live in the zone assigned to the other party
shall be permitted ‘and helped to do so’ by
the authorities in that district.” Those
quoted words, of course, are mine.

COLUMBUS DAY SHOULD BE A
NATIONAL LEGAL HOLIDAY

Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. OTTINGER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, next
Tuesday, October 12, is Columbus Day.
All over the United States, people will
be paying tribute to that brave figure,
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Christopher Columbus, and the valiant
men who sailed with him to America.

On May 3, I introduced H.R. T804,
which would establish Columbus Day as
a national legal holiday. New York
State and the majority of other States
already recognize October 12 as a legal
holiday.

On Monday of this week, the Board of
Supervisors of Westchester County, N.Y.,
adopted Resolution 154—1965, endorsing
my bill and an identical bill introduced
in the other body by Senator THOMAS
Dobp, of Connecticut, and memorializing
the Congress to enact such legislation.

I present the text of the resolution
herewith for inclusion in the RECORD:

REsoLUTION 154—19865

To the Board of Supervisors of Westchester
County, N.Y..

Your committee on legislation has con-
sidered Resolution 143—1965, adopted by
your Board on August 16, 1965, requesting
support of bills now pending in Congress
which would designate Columbus Day, Oc-
tober 12, as a national legal holiday.

There have been, over the years, many bills
presented in both the Senate of the United
States and the House of Representatives, all
in support of designating Columbus Day as
a national holiday, and like our other na-
tional holidays setting the day aside in rec-
ognition of a memorable event or personage.
Your committee feels that all Americans
should indicate their interest and desire that
this day, October 12, be added to those other
important commemorative days, and offers
the following resolution:

“Whereas the State of New York and the
majority of other States recognize October 12,
known as Columbus Day, as a legal holiday;
and

“Whereas many businesses and industries
also recognize and observe Columbus Day
as a holiday; and

“Whereas it is fitting that honor and
tribute should be pald to the great explorer,
Christopher Columbus, who is renowned as
the discoverer of America: Now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved, That the Congress of the United
States be and hereby is respectfully me-
morialized to enact legislation, as set forth
in 8. 461 (Dopp) and H.R. 7804 (OTTINGER),
and/or any other bills previously considered
and any amendments thereto whose main
purpose and objective is to designate the
12th day of October in each year as a legal
public holiday; and be it further

“Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
transmitted to the President of the Senate
of the United States, to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, to the Members
of the Senate from the State of New York,
and the Members of the House of Representa-
tives from the 25th and 26th Congressional
Districts of the State of New York.”

Dated, October 4, 1965.

Committee on Leglslation, Board of
Supervisors, Westchester County, N.Y.

SPEECH BY REPRESENTATIVE
FOGARTY AT INTERNATIONAL
ASSOCIATION FOR DENTAL RE-
SEARCH BANQUET, TORONTO,
CANADA

Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Rhode Island [Mr. FOoGARTY]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.
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Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks I would like
to include a speech which I delivered at
International Association for Dental Re-
search Banquet, Toronto, Canada, on
Saturday, July 24, 1965:

INTERNATIONAL PARTNERSHIP IN DENTAL
RESEARCH

(Remarks of U.S. Representative Jomwm E.
FocarTY, Second Congressional District of
Rhode Island at International Assoclation
for Dental Research Banquet at the Royal
York Hotel, Toronto, Canada, July 24,
1965)

Mr. President, distinguished guests, ladies
and gentlemen, you honor me greatly by in-
viting me to become a member of a dental
organization of international scope. I ap-
preciate and gratefully accept honorary
mempbership in the International Association
for Dental Research.

During my years in the Congress I have
been a strong advocate of increased support
for biomedical research and, indeed, I have
been privileged to assist directly in backing
Federal programs which have made such
growth possible. I observe with personal
satisfaction the extent to which scientific in-
vestigators make use of today's resources for
research. What I have been leads me to be-
lieve that the years ahead will be very ex-
citing. I anticipate new and diversified
investigations into the basic causes of disease
and the development of imaginative methods
for advancing the health of the nations of
the world.

Many of you may know that the United
Nations has declared 1965 International Co-
operation Year. Tonight, therefore, I have
chosen “International Partnership in Re-
search” as my theme. For its framework, I
have selected the words of the late President
John F, Kennedy. At the anniversary con-
vocation of the National Academy of Sclences
only a month before his assassination, Presi-
dent Kennedy sald, “Science is the most pow-
erful means we have for unification of
knowledge, and a main obligation of its fu-
ture must be to deal with problems which
cut across boundaries, whether boundaries
between the sciences, boundaries between
nations, or boundaries between man's sclen-
tific and his humane concerns.”

In the world of health, we can be proud
of the cooperation among health scientists.
International rivalries seem to be inevitable
in commerce and industry; probably inevita-
ble in space technology; unfortunately rife
in the fields of social ideology. In health
and medical affairs, however, cooperation on
an international scale is flourishing. Your
gathering here in Toronto attests to the fact
that contemporary sclientists are eager to
learn and ready to share knowledge with
their colleagues all over the world.

The great achlevements of sclentists often
are hastened and enhanced by cooperation.
Partnership in research predisposes potential
breakthroughs—I know sclentists do not like
that word, but bear with me. With the in-
creasing complexity of research, and with the
tools and techniques of sclentific investiga-
tion becoming more diverse and expensive,
the interdisciplinary approach to problem
solving is more and more likely to produce
the breakthroughs of the future. Modern
health accomplishments are clear and tangi-
ble evidence of the value of scientific team
efforts within institutions and within coun-
tries. It would seem to me, therefore, that
international scientific team efforts are the
next logical forward step in the conquest of
global diseases.

The great discoveries in health research, no
matter by whom developed, no matter in
what nation, benefit all mankind. While
discoverles may have their origin in one
country, may be tested in another, and de-
veloped in a third, the application of such
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new knowledge eventually must be in the
hands of men of healing all over the world.

The list of diseases that have been or are
being conquered throughout the world is
long—and needs no identification for this
audience. For the most part, the interna-
tional victories over disease—as you are well
aware—have been in the field of medicine
and largely over the infectious diseases.

Though there is increasing evidence that
some dental diseases are indeed infectious,
this group does rot need to be told that den-
tal research on an international basis is
lagging seriously behind biomedical research
in general. This gap between dental research
efforts and the research activity in the many
flelds of medicine gives me real concern.
Admittedly, dental research activities have
expanded in recent years, and the handful
of research workers of a generation ago has
increased many times. Dental research sci-
entists are more numerous, better qualified,
and more accomplished than ever before. In
the United States alone, there are over 100
institutions where more than 1,500 dental
investigators are giving long overdue atten-
tion to the basic problems of dental health.
Dental investigators now are working on
problems concerning the structure and func-
tion of the whole body as well as conditions
unique to the oral cavity and they are also
providing new information about disease
processes affecting life itself. In spite of
these gains, however, dental research has not
yet reached its full potential.

Perhaps one reason why medical research
has outdistanced dental research is because
dental diseases, which are universal in na-
ture, are rarely fatal. Yet the problems
caused by dental disease are of great impor-
tance. Almost everyone, everywhere, is af-
fected by dental illness, and to citizens of
developing countries, these problems can be
overwhelming. Because few diseases cause
50 much sheer human misery for so many
people throughout the world, I see a real
urgency to attack dental diseases on an in-
ternational basis.

The scope of investigation into dental
problems must be broadened considerably if
n.ore rapid advances are to be achleved and
the benefits therefrom are to be realized.
Yet today in many parts of the world, dental
research is minimal, sometimes virtually
nonexistent. Even in those countries where
sophisticated dental research is being con-
ducted, few institutes are devoted wholly to
research on dental problems. Moreover, rel-
evant research findings in other fields such
as pathology, pharmacology, microbiology,
and social sclence often are not brought to
bear on dental problems. Only when coordi-
nation is achieved among various scientific
disciplines and between the scientists of the
various countries can the most effective use
be made of avallable knowledge.

Sir Arnold Toynbee said "“The 20th Century
may best be remembered as the first age in
history in which people have found it prac-
tical to make the benefits of civilization
available for the whole human race.” If
good dental health is to be numbered among
these benefits, however, we are stlll a very
great distance from our goal. To attain that
objective, we will have to upgrade the qual-
ity and quantity of dental research through-
out the world.

I would like to urge the International
Assoclation for Dental Research to take the
initiative in providing research leadership to
those developing nations which have not been
as favored as countrles in North America. I
belleve you could help developing nations
avoid some mistakes, and assist them in tele-
scoping their efforts to reach a comparable
level of research development in a shorter
period of time. The late President Eennedy
sald it well: “The accumulation of knowl-
edge is of little avall if it is not brought
within reach of those who can use it.
Faster and more complete communication
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from scientist to scientist is needed, so that
their research efforts reinforce and comple-
ment each other.” A globe-encircling effort
of this kind could produce vast benefits in
dental health for people everywhere.

All of us recognize the importance of
strong lines of communication in those en-
deavors which require people to work to-
gether for the common good. The more
complex and widespread the problem—and
certainly the expansion of international den-
tal research programs is such a problem—
the more urgently good communications are
needed.

I suggest that the International Assocla-
tion for Dental Research consider the devel-
opment of an international communications
network to inform dental investigators about
research developments in the various speclal-
ty areas as well as in related areas of interest.
The complexity of the task of international
communications is self-evident, but in den-
tal research I can think of no one group
more suited to lead the way than your-
selves. You will have to explore the use of
every device, and very probably invent new
ones, in order to spread information through-
out the world community of over 100 na-
tions.

One effective communications technique
which you are eminently well qualified to
sponsor would be a central clearinghouse for
basic and applied research findings in den-
tistry and its related fields. By clearly
describing what has already been done and
what is being done, in as many major
languages as are needed for broad com-
munication to the international profession,
the clearinghouse could make possible the
saving of precious research hours. I do not
decry duplication of effort as so many do. I
recognize that often such duplication is a
necessary step toward verification and ac-
ceptance of research results. But a ready
source of knowledge of what has previously
been accomplished can help to avoid unneces-
sary duplication and often allows an investi-
gator to speed ahead with added momentum.
The clearinghouse would be useful to re-
search workers in every setting, but has, I be-
lieve, a special value to the worker in the
newly developing countries. Such an investi-
gator today could build new research upon
the sofld accomplishment of world science.

As you know, the “Index to Dental Litera-
ture” and “Dental Abstracts,” both printed
in English, already are avallable. These
journals are a good beginning, but other
steps also must be taken. For example, three
components of the U.S. Public Health Service
are joining together with the American
Dental Association to support the first com-
prehensive abstract coverage of interna-
tional research literature related to dentistry
and oral health. \

Necessary as it is, however, a journal of
research abstracts is not enough. It would
seem desirable to go further and establish an
international clearinghouse to provide spe-
cific information about research programs,
investigators, progress and findings, similar
to the research information center now being
developed by the American Dental Associa-
tion for the United States.

I suggest that you might wish to consider
this effort as a joint project between your
Assoclation and the World Health Organiza-
tion. I have observed a very close working
relationship between the American Dental
Assoclation and the U.S. Public Health Serv-
ice in my own country, and I should think
that simllar cooperative ventures between
officlal and sclentific organizations at the
international level would be equally bene-
ficial.

A second aspect of international research
which has always seemed to me to need fur-
ther exploration is the development of stand-
ard nomenclature, procedures, and measure-
ment. I suspect that much wasted effort
goes into unnecessary duplication of research
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slmply because the descriptive terms, or the
units of measurement, are not comparable.
When one thinks of international programs,
standardization seems even more necessary.
Standards might be devised which can be
uniformly applied and widely accepted
throughout the world; terminology and tech-
nigues could be simplified so that discrep-
ancies in research results are kept to a mini-
mum.

In emphasizing the value of partnership in
coordination, communication, and standard-
ization, we should keep In mind that the
purpose of these activities is not to hinder
but to free the individual so that originality
and enthusiasm can flourish. Coordination
can prepare the way for greater efficiency;
communication can spread knowledge and
help avold duplication for effort; standardi-
zation leads to comparability. Uniformity
need not be a bridle on coriginal thought.

If international dental research is to move
forward, a third and equally necessary effort
must be made to provide a continuing sup-
ply of well-trained manpower. In the in-
ternational context which is our concern this
evening, there should be a vigorous program
of exchange of research personnel among
countries, providing opportunities for in-
vestigators to work and learn together.

In the years 1963 and 1964, the interna-
tional postdoctoral fellowship program of
the National Institutes of Health financed
the training of about 800 scientists from
many countries, permitting them to work in
American universities and other research in-
stitutions. Some of these scientists were
dental investigators who in the course of
their educational experience in the United
States also taught much to their American
assocliates. I would like to see not hundreds,
but thousands, of such interchanges of sci-
entific personnel throughout the world.

Exciting possibilities for international re-
search partnership lie in the study of dental
diseases on a global basis. Using the most
advanced epidemiological techniques, re-
search investigators are amassing quantities
of data on the distribution of dental disease.
An excellent example may be found in the
surveys sponsored and coordinated by the
Interdepartmental Committee on Nutrition
for National Development. The committee
in recent years has sent teams of specialists
in nutrition, medicine, biochemistry, food
technology and dentistry to the four corners
of the world. On almost every continent
these teams have studied the relationship
between the nutritional status of populations
and disease, including dental disease.

Another resource from which we can ex-
pect dividends of world benefit is the use
of the special foreign currencies made avail-
able for research. These funds, held for us
in several foreign countries, are available to
support research which has relevance to the
host country and to the United States. Cur-
rently, the Public Health Service is financing
a few dental research projects by this method
in Egypt, India, and Israel. Also included
in the list of nations eligible to use counter-
part funds are Burma, Pakistan, Brazil, Yu-
goslavia, and Poland. Research in all these
countries, with their unique social, eco-
nomie, racial, and geographical conditions,
can provide data not obtainable elsewhere.
Such information could lead to solutions to
many dental problems.

In my opinion, this source of support for
international dental research is not being
used to its fullest potential, The expansion
of blomedical research through the use of
these counterpart funds is part of official
U.S. Government foreign policy, and proj-
ects under this program are being encour-
aged. I would urge you to explolt these op-
portunities.

Btill another possibility for enhaneing ir-
ternational research efforts may lie in the
development of dental research insti-
tutes in the United States. Many of you

26427

may know that I have been advocating the
establishment of categorical dental insti-
tutes in a few selected universities where the
selentific resources are adequate to support
a comprehensive dental research program.
I see no reason why each of these institutes,
when established, might not develop a spe-
cial relationship with one country, or group
of countries. Such relationship might in-
clude exchange and training of personnel,
conduct of research of mutual interest and
other special programs designed to foster re-
search in underdeveloped countries.

You are well aware that there is already
a core of international organizations con-
cerned about dental problems. The largest,
the International Dental Federation, with
over 5,000 members from 70 countrles, is ori-
ented primarily toward dental practitioners
rather than toward research. Among its 70
member countries, however, 26 have only a
single representative, while 3 countries (the
United States, Germany, and the United
?ngdom) account for the majority of mem-

ers.

Two European organizations—which you
call ARPA and ORCA—contribute to dental
research, but their interests are devoted
specifically to periodontal disease and dental
caries, respectively. The World Health Or-
ganization, representing almost all the na-
tlons of the world, is only now beginning to
explore its potential role in the field of in-
ternational dental research. It appears to
me, therefore, that the International As-
sociation for Dental Research is the most
logical organization to stimulate the truly
international effort necessary to advance
dental research around the world.

The phenomenal expansion of biomedical
research did not happen by chance. Lead-
ership has been the forceful guide that has
accelerated medical progress. Indeed, ad-
vances in medical research have set the stage
for international dental health as an attain-
able objective. If dental research investi-
gators like yourselves accept the challenge
of providing intensified leadership for the
dental profession, you will hasten the day
when international dental health becomes
areality.

The spectacular growth of biomedical re-
search in which I have been privileged to par-
ticipate during my 25 years in Congress is a
scientific phenomenon that has changed the
world. The exciting accomplishments of re-
search investigators in that short time of the
world's history have actually underscored
the feasibility of international dental health
as a worthy aim. I pledge my efforts to
strengthen my country’s contributions to the
imaginative international partnership which
will be required to bring dental health to
the people of the world—a partnership
through which we can cut across boundaries
between the sciences, between nations, and
between man's scientific and humane con-
cerns.

FATHER JOSE L. CAPOTE

Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. Ropino] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow
evening I will have the great privilege of
attending a testimonial dinner to honor
the Reverend Jose L. Capote, pastor of
Our Lady of Fatima Church in Newark.
This occasion will mark the 10th anni-
versary of Father Capote’s service to the
Portuguese-American community in
Newark.
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When Father Capote was called to
Newark there was no church, and he had
to seek out his parishioners among the
Portuguese-American residents. In the
short period of 10 years, Father Capote
founded his parish and led the fund-
raising effort to build Our Lady of
Fatima Church. It was dedicated in
1958 and now serves 15,000 parishioners
of Portuguese heritage.

Under Father Capote’s guidance Our
Lady of Fatima has become the center
for religious, cultural and social activi-
ties of the Portuguese-American citizens
in Newark. His is an outstanding spir-
jitual and ecivic achievement, and I am
proud to join in honoring him. I ask
unanimous consent that an article from
the Newark News of October 4, 1965, de-
scribing Father Capote’s work be in-
cluded in the REcCORD.

PERSISTENT PasToOR—HIS CHURCH SERVES
15,000 PORTUGUESE
(By Fred Clcettl)

Rev. Jose L. Capote came to Newark 10
years ago with only a crucifix and his theol-
ogy books. Today he is pastor of Our Lady
of Fatima Church, which serves 15,000 Portu-
guese-Americans in the Newark archdlocese.

Father Capote was called by Archbishop
Thomas A. Boland to set up the parish for
the immigrant group.

“I had been in a similar parish in Cam-
bridge, Mass., when I was asked to come to
Newark,” Father Capote said. “I wasn't
completely sure what was expected of me.
When I arrived in Newark, I was told there
was no church and I would have to find
parishioners for this nonexistent church.”

MEETING IN SPORT CLUB

With the archbishop, Father Capote held
a meeting in the Sport Club Portuguese at 55
Prospect Street.

“A large part of the Portuguese-American
population in the archdiocese lives in the
Ironbound section of the city. The Sport
Club was a logical meeting place. The arch-
bishop gave a speech and I gave a speech and
the people applauded. Then I bought a
street directory of Newark to find my other
parishioners. It was quite a job looking
through all the Ilistings for Portuguese
names.”

In 1956, Father Capote began a fund drive
to erect the church., With some financial
aid from the archdlocese and a mortgage, the
church was built in Jefferson Street and
dedicated December 14, 1958.

The church is in the territorial parish of
S8t. James Church, but it is solely for Portu-
guese-Americans and their children.

FOUR SUNDAY MASSES

“It was a long time coming,” Father Capote
sald. “Portuguese are very proud of their
national heritage. They were forced to at-
tend either St. James or St. Joseph’'s, which
is a Spanish parish. When our church was
built, we grew steadily to our present total.”

Today, with the help of his curate, Rev.
John 8. Antao, Father Capote celebrates four
Sunday masses (three in Portuguese, one in
English). The church has a Holy Name
Soclety, a Catholic Youth Organization, a
Boy Seout troop and a Girl Scout troop.

Father Capote sald two-thirds of the
parishioners were born in Portugal. Unlike
other nationalities, the priest said, the Por-
tuguese emigrated to the United States much
later, primarily in the 1920's.

“The church will live on, however, after
the first generation,” Father Capote said.
“The Portuguese people have very strong
family tles and the children have inherited
the same pride in their background. The
kids show a strong curlosity in Portugal and
their parents’ native tongue. We probably

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

have the only bilingual Boy Scouts in the
State.”
NEWSPAPER STARTED

In 1961, with the permission of the arch-
bishop, Father Capote began producing a
Portuguese newspaper called “Novos Rumos,”
or “New Paths” An B8-page, bimonthly
journal with a circulation of 4,000, it is writ-
ten almost entirely by the priest.

“There are a couple of contributing writers,
but I do most of it—even the editorials. It's
not a religious paper, as some people might
think. It is a genuine paper with news of
local and national importance.

“It has a Catholic slant, naturally. Arch-
bishop Boland is on our mailing list. The
archbishop doesn't know Portuguese, but
with his background in Latin and Spanish,
he always knows what I'm writing.”

FETE SATURDAY

For a pastor, Father Capote is young at 41.
He was born in Ilhavo, Portugal, and came to
Gloucester, Mass., in 1947. He studied at St.
Joan's and Olivais Seminaries in Portugal,
and at the Pontifical University in Brighton,
Mass. He was ordained by Richard Cardinal
Cushing in 1949.

To mark the anniversary of Father Capote’s
arrival in Newark, the lay leaders of the
parish have planned a testimonial dinner
honoring the priest for his “dynamic leader-
ship in founding Our Lady of Fatima Church
as a religious, cultural, and social center.”
The dinner will be SBaturday night in the
Hotel Military Park.

EVE OF INDEPENDENCE DAY FOR
UGANDA

Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. FARNUM] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. FARNUM. Mr. Speaker, Uganda
became independent on October 9, 1962,
and so today we are on the eve of its in-
dependence day. There is increasing
evidence on this anniversary that this
nation will fulfill our hopes for it, even
though it is taking a course toward in-
dependence different from the one fa-
miliar to us.

It is the conviction of its leaders that
a form of Socialist government in com-
bination with Western economic con-
cepts may prove the most direct road to
quick development. Meanwhile Uganda
maintains a strong voice in the United
Nations and, as we are well aware, last
year opened an Embassy in this city.

Our hopes for this proud nation of
ancient Africa, of course, are that
Uganda will develop into a strong, self-
assured and independent nation, with
democratic institutions which fit local
and national requirements.

In our enjoyment of close, friendly re-
lations wth Uganda, we have given en-
couragement to the new Government
with a program to increase agricultural
production and to make more efficient
use of mineral resources. In addition
our AID program is assisting promising
Ugandan students and we are otherwise
encouraging self-help programs and
other programs promising to speed
Uganda’s way to taking a leading role in
the world of free nations.

It is fitting today, Mr. Speaker, that
we extend our congratulations for past
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accomplishments and best wishes for
future hopes to Uganda’s President, Sir
Edward Frederick Mutesa II; to its Vice
President, Sir William W. Nadiope; to
its Prime Minister for Foreign Affairs,
A. Milton Obote; to its Ambassador to
the United States, Dr. Solomon Bayo
Asea; and to its Ambassador to the
United Nations, A. K. Kironde.

UGANDA’'S INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. O'HARA] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
as chairman of the Subcommittee on
Africa of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs I am happy to extend the con-
gratulations and well wishes of the
House of Representatives of the Congress
of the United States to the Republic of
Uganda on the third anniversary of her
independence.

Uganda is a rich and beautiful coun-
try, which I have visited twice and each
time have left with deep regret. Lying on
Lake Victoria the scenery in Uganda is
fascinating and I found her people in all
walks of life cordial to the stranger and
of a high order of intelligence. American
tourists who have visited Uganda return
in praise of the country and the people.

To Sir Edward F. Mutesa II, President
of the Republic, to Prime Minister A.
Milton Obote, and to Dr. Solomon Bayo
Asea, the able and popular Ambassador
to the United States, go my warmest
salutation on this happy anniversary.

On October 9, 1962, the rule of Great
Britain ended and Uganda became an
independent nation. The control exer-
cised by the British had extended for al-
most seven decades since the establish-
ment of a protectorate over part of the
country in 1894. When it first became
a free member of the British Common-
wealth Uganda kept the Queen of Eng-
land as its chief of state. However, on
the first anniversary of independence
in 1963, Uganda became a Republic. A
president is the chief of state, while the
ministerial form of government in the
British tradition has remained.

Uganda's future is assured. She is
blessed with many assets. She has a
very favorable balance of trade. While
this has been built on the export of agri-
culture commodities, some mineral ex-
traction is providing a diversity of prod-
ucts. She has a high potential of hydro-
electric power for the development of
her industry. The power comes from the
large number of waterways, such as the
White Nile, and waterfalls which appear
over much of the countryside.

The land itself is able to support the
population, That area which cannot be
used for cultivation or grazing is for-
tunately well suited for tourism. Gen-
erally located on a pleasant plateau,
fringed on the east and west by spectacu-
lar mountains, abounding in fishing fa-
cilities and game preserves, this Nation
is attracting an ever increasing number
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of foreign visitors. The airport at Ente-
bee can now handle international jet
transports. The official language is Eng-~
lish.

Mr. Speaker, these assets are far from
all those available to Uganda in its drive
to modernize itself. A comprehensive
development plan has been adopted
which seeks to transform the economic
life of the country. The Ugandan Gov-
ernment realizes that foreign aid is nec-
essary and has enacted laws to attract
private capital from abroad. Another
resource of the nation which is harder
to measure but which is nevertheless
vital is the confidence and willingness to
work shown by the free, private small
farmers who form the majority of the
agricultural producers.

Uganda has chosen to follow a course
of nonalinement in world politics. This
has not precluded strong support for the
ideal of African unity.

THE RIGHT TO VOTE

Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. WoLFrl may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, this Con-
gress has passed a voting rights bill
which is a major step toward extending
the franchise to those who have previ-
ously been unable to participate in the
basic act of free government—the right
to vote.

I am proud to have been in Congress
when this milestone legislation was
added to the fabric of our democracy.

There remains, however, a group of
American citizens—8 million strong—
who are flatly denied the right to vote
in all but four States of the Union. Yet
this group of citizens serves our country
well throughout the world.

As Peace Corps volunteers they are
bringing a new image of America—the
image of a compassionate and friendly
people—to other nations throughout the
world not as fortunate as our own.

As volunteers in the war on poverty
they are helping to eradicate the evils
of poverty and want where they exist
in this country.

They represent our Nation in interna-
tional athletic competition, and in the
field of the arts.

Perhaps most significant of all, they
represent our national security in the
rice paddies and jungles of Vietnam.
Some have given the ultimate sacrifice.

I am of course talking about the young
men and women of America between the
ages of 18 and 21 who are not allowed
to vote.

I am not one of those who bemoan the
morals and manners of our young people.
They are being asked to do more for our
Nation than ever before in our history—
and they are meeting the challenge of
citizenship with maturity.

I firmly believe our young people be-
tween the ages of 18 and 21 deserve the
right to vote and I am introducing a bill
identical with that of my good friend Mr.
WELTNER introduced last August which
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would accomplish this most desirable
objective.

In these times, we cannot afford to be
without the voice at the polls of a seg-
ment of our society that has served us
honorably and well.

RAPID TRANSPORTATION

Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. HELSTOSKI]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the REecorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, ever
since man learned to walk he has had the
urge to roam from place to place. And,
in all his progress in getting from place
to place he has encountered added ob-
stacles as the centuries progressed.

Now, in the 20th century, we have sat-
urated our transportation systems to a
point where each additional step to al-
leviate crowded transportation facilities
adds to our difficulties in getting from
one place to another.

With the millions of automobiles
which are being produced each year
there was the acute need for bigger and
better highways. And, with wider and
better highways, we saw the rapid ex-
pansion of suburban areas far away from
the place of a person’s employment. In
some instances as far away as 30 to 40
miles from the center of the metropoli-
tan area.

In this country we have accomplished
miracles toward sending a man to the
moon. Yet we seem to be floundering
in such a simple, earthly matter as get-
ting people safely to and from work or
from one activity to another.

The crux of the entire problem is a
complete lack of research and develop-
ment in the field of transportation.
What we now need is a breakthrough in
the transit field. We should develop a
new system which would provide urban
and suburban dwellers with a good pub-
lic transportation system—at low fares
and speed which would surpass anything
that we have at present.

Our expenditures on a research for
intercity rail travel have not kept pace
with the expenditures we have made on
other modes of travel. At a hearing be-
fore the House Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee, the Subcommittee
on Transportation and Aeronautics re-
ceived testimony from John T. O’Connor,
Secretary of Commerce, regarding re-
search in rapid transit. The Secretary
stated that in fiscal year 1963 the Fed-
eral Government spent $275 million for
aviation research, $15 million for water
transportation research, $24 million for
highway research and only $7 million for
research into intercity rail travel.

Mr. Speaker, today I am introducing
H.R. 11514 which would authorize and di-
rect the Secretary of Commerce to carry
out a survey and investigation of the
feasibility of constructing and operating
a passenger monorail train system be-
tween Suffern, N.¥. and Hoboken, N.J.,
over the rights-of-way of the main line
of the Erie-Lackawanna Railroad
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through the use of the airspace over the
present roadbed and thence across the
Hudson River into downtown Manhat-
tan.

It is my belief that the Federal Gov-
ernment should share in this endeavor
with the State of New Jersey to provide
the necessary means of getting these peo-
ple into downtown Manhattan from the
upper reaches of the State of New Jer-
sey. The State of New Jersey has al-
ready recognized that fact that this prob-
lem does exist. In the last 5 years it
has contributed to keeping this line open
to commuters. That contribution for
the 12-month period ending June 30 last
was $2.2 million, which is a reduction
from its contribution of $2.7 million for
the fiscal year which ended June 30, 1962,
a reduction that has taken place while
costs have been going up and revenues
down.

I would like to point out that the Erie-
Lackawanna suburban service is quite
extensive. It originates at 11 different
points in 9 counties and transports some
35,000 people into Hoboken each week-
day Monday to Friday inclusive, and ap-
proximately the same number outbound
from Hoboken each evening. This re-
quires the operation of 145 passenger
trains on weekdays. Except for the Long
Island Railroad, Erie-Lackawanna’s
service on a multiplicity of lines exceeds
by far that of any other railroad in the
tristate area—New Jersey, New York,
and Connecticut.

Commuter travel by train has de-
creased substantially, and you may won-
der why. I can say that the loss of reve-
nue is a prime factor in this decrease, for
the railroads cannot keep their rolling
stock in first-class condition because of
the increasing expense in upkeep. For
the Erie-Lackawanna Railroad, we have
the Hudson River barrier which requires
a change of trains at Hoboken. TUnless
we build a system which will bring these
passengers into downtown Manhattan,
there will be a continued loss of revenue
to this line which is badly needed to
bring in commuters to town to their
places of employment. Should this fail
the other alternative would be to build
additional highways into the Ilower
reaches of Manhattan from the New Jer-
sey side, highways which would re-
quire additional bridges or underwater
tunnels. This in turn would further
complicate the vehicular traffic situation
which is already at saturation level.

The advantages such a system would
have are many. Air pollution, caused by
automotive exhausts which continue to
aggravate city dwellers with injury to
their health would be reduced. Accidents
due to congested highways would be re-
duced, since it has been shown that pri-
vate motor cars are the most serious
cause of vehicular accidents. They were,
in 1964, the cause of 1.7 million injuries
which resulted in nearly 48,000 deaths.

Good commuter service would reduce
costs to our citizens, for automobiles are
expensive to operate. When we consider
the cost of gasoline, oil, repairs, main-
tenance, insurance, parking fees, and de-
preciation, we can count on a cost of ap-
proximately 12 cents per mile in these
costs of operation.
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We must take a concerted effort in re-
search on the project which I am propos-
ing in my bill,:a half-hearted effort will
not amount to anything to alleviate this
pressing problem. We have made ad-
vancements in space study through the
use of Federal funds, so we must also
utilize the services of the Federal Gov-
ernment to obtain a breakthrough in
ground transportation of intercity travel.
This problem, with the expanding sub-
urban areas will become worse as time
progresses and before it gets completely
out of hand we should tackle it now.

Is there any hope for railroad passen-
ger service? I say, “Yes,” if we under-
take the survey which my bill proposes
and then complete action on the build-
ing of the monorail which I propose,
which could reactivate the interest of the
commuter public, if fast, frequent, up-to-
date service were offered. My bill pro-
poses this solution and it is my fervent
hope that this Congress will look with a
favorable eye toward its enactment.

CONCERN FOR MEMBERS OF OUR
ARMED FORCES

Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. HANLEY] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend the Members who have joined
with me in introducing legislation simi-
lar to that before the House today. In
so doing, they have demonstrated their
concern for members of our Armed
Forces.

The President once said, “We did not
choose to be the guardians at the gate.”
In a great many cases, I am sure, our
military men feel the same.

Defending the principles of freedom
and democracy in an alien land is no
menial task. It requires a great deal of
courage and a deep devotion to duty.

Vietnam is the most prominent exam-
ple of the type of situation I have just
mentioned. This is a nation torn by
strife; a land which is ineffective and
virtually powerless because of the tur-
moil which encompasses that entire
State.

Yet we ask our military men to go to
this land; many of our finest young men
will never return.

But all this does not complicate the
problems of our fighting men enough.
Added to this are the actions of a small
group of people in our own country. We
hear a great deal about the demonstra-
tion protesting the war in Vietnam, and
also daily we read of the burning of
draft cards. I ask my colleagues to
pause for a moment and visualize the
effect this must have on a GI in Vietnam.
It can only cast a shadow over the al-
ready gloomy picture.

A letter from home, when all else seems
lost, has a very encouraging effect. It
can give a GI the lift he needs to face
the responsibilities which weigh so heav-
ily upon him.
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A letter from home can make the mili-
tary man aware of the fact that he is
supported by a great majority of the
American public.

I am certain there is no need to urge
favorable consideration of this legisla-
tion by my colleagues. Their good judg-
ment will assure passage of this bill.

ORDER OF 4TH ARMY COMMAND-
ING GENERAL IN SUSPENDING
COURT MARTIAL PUNISHMENT
METED OUT TO TRAITOR

Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the REcorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, the
brave Americans in Vietnam must be
amazed and bewildered by the action of
the 4th Army commanding general who
suspended the court martial punishment
meted out to a traitor.

According to the press, a court martial,
Tuesday, handed a 5-year prison term
and a dishonorable discharge to Pfc.
Winstel R. Belton for refusing to go to
Vietnam. However, Lt. Gen. Robert W.
Colglazier reduced the sentence to a sus-
pended l-year term and a suspended bad
conduct discharge. No explanation has
been offered.

General Colglazier, by this one deed,
insulted every man and woman who
served this country in time of war.

Merely to slap the wrist of a confessed
seditionist is a defiance of time-honored
military traditions.

Mr. Speaker, there are in America fo-
day 1,992,037 veterans who were disabled
in the service of their country. Yet, one
lieutenant general playing God, has
disparaged their courage and valor by re-
warding treason.

This general has evidenced his disre-
spect for the brave fighting men around
the globe. He has disgraced the flag
which has been carried into battle by
millions of heroes.

The precious blood, the agonizing
sweat and the sorrowing tears which
constructed this Union of States have
been cheapened by an Army officer’s ir-
responsible invitation to insurrection.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the great Com-
mittee on Armed Services will conduct a
thorough investigation of this matter
and report the full facts to the American
people.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. REINEckE (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), for today and Octo-
ber 11, on account of official business.

Mr. ArenDs (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), for today, on account
of official business as a U.S. delegate to
the NATO Parliamentarians Confer-
ence.
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Mr. AspinarL, for October 11 and 12,
on account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. IcHorp, for 1 hour, on Wednesday,
October 13.

Mr. Asusrook (at the request of Mr.
Grover), for 15 minutes, today; to re-
vise and extend his remarks and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GrRoveEr) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. McCLORY.

Mr. RUMSFELD.

Mr. CEDERBERG.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Hansen of Iowa) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. WRIGHT.

Mr. POWELL.

Mr. HANLEY.

Mr. ZABLOCKI.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill and joint resolu-
tion of the Senate of the following titles:

S5.82. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the southern Nevada water project,
Nevada, and for other purposes; and

8.J. Res. 106. Joint resolution to allow the
showing in the United States of the U.S. In-
formation Agency film “John F. Kennedy—
Years of Lightning, Day of Drums."

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 1805. An act to amend section 5899 of
title 10, United States Code, to provide per-
manent authority under which Naval Reserve
officers in the grade of captain shall be eligi-
ble for consideration for promotion when
their running mates are eligible for consid-
eration for promotion;

H.R.5571. An act to amend title 37, United
States Code, to authorize payment of incen-
tive pay for submarine duty to personnel
qualified in submarines attached to staffs of
submarine operational commanders;

H.R.T7169. An act to amend the Securities
Act of 1933 with respect to certain registra-
tion fees;

HR.7484. An act to amend title 10,
United States Code, to provide for the rank of
lieutenant general or vice admiral of officers
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force while serv-
ing as Surgeons General;

H.R.9042. An act to provide for the im-
plementation of the Agreement Concerning
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Automotive Products Between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America and the
Government of Canada, and for other pur-
poses;

H.R.9247. An act to provide for participa-
tion of the United States in the HemisFair
1968 exposition to be held at San Antonio,
Tex., in 1968, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 10238. An act to proyide labor stand-
ards for certain persons employed by Federal
contractors to furnish services to Federal
agencies, and for other purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr, BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on this day present
to the President, for his approval, bills
of the House of the following titles:

H.R. 724. An act to authorize the transfer
of certain Canal Zone prisoners to the cus-
tody of the Attorney General;

H.R. 1384. An act for the relief of Theo-
dore Zissu;

HR. 3045. An act to authorize certain
members of the Armed Forces to accept and
wear decorations of certain foreign nations;

H.R. 5665. An act to authorize disbursing
officers of the Armed Forces to advance funds
to members of an armed force of a friendly
foreign nation, and for other purposes;

H.R. 6165. An act to repeal section 165 of
the Revised Statutes relating to the appoint-
ment of women to clerkships in the executive
departments;

H.R. 6726. An act for the relief of William
8. Perrigo;

H.R. 7320. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain real property of the
United States to the clty of San Diego,
Calif.;

H.R. 9336. An act to amend title V of the
International Claims Settlement Act of 1949
relating to certain claims against the Gov-
ernment of Cuba;

H.R. 9975. An act to authorize the ship-
ment, at Government expense, to, from, and
within the United States and between over-
seas areas of privately owned vehicles of de-
ceased or missing personnel, and for other

purposes;

H.R. 10234. An act to amend section 1085
of title 10, United States Code, to eliminate
the reimbursement procedure required
among the medical facilities of the Armed
Forces under the jurisdiction of the military
departments; and

H.R. 10871. An act making appropriations
for foreign assistance and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and
for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HANSEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 3 o'clock p.m.), under its previous
order, the House adjourned until Mon-
day, October 11, 1965, at 12 o’clock noon.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BOGGS: Committee on Ways and
Means. HR. 6319. A bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for
treatment of the recovery of losses arlsing
from expropriation, intervention, or confis-
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cation of properties by governments of for-
elgn countries; with amendment (Rept. No.
1125). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and
Means. S. 1760. An act to authorize the
acceptance of a settlement of certain in-
debtedness of Greece to the United States
and to authorize the use of the payments
resulting from the settlement for a cultural
and educational exchange program; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1126). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. BURLESON: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 602. Reso-
lution dismissing the election contest in the
Third Congressional Distriet of the State of
Iowa; without amendment (Rept. No. 1127).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Joint
Committee on Disposition of Executive Pa-
pers. Report pursuant to (63 Stat. 37T);
without amendment (Rept. No. 1128). Or-
dered to be printed.

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. S.1320. An act to amend
certain criminal laws applicable to the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other p
without amendment (Rept. No. 1129).
ferred to the House Calendar,

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on District
of Columbia. S.1715. An act to extend the
penalty for assault on a police officer in the
District of Columbia to assaults on employ-
ees of penal and correctional institutions
and places of confinement of juveniles of the
District of Columbia; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1130). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on District
of Columbia. S. 1719. An act to authorize
compensation for overtime work performed
by officers and members of the Metropolitan
Police force and the Fire Department of the
District of Columbia, the U.S. Park Police
force, and the White House Police force, and
for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1131). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on District
of Columbia, H.R. 10497. A bill to provide
criminal penalties for making certain tele-
phone calls in the District of Columbia;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1132). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Re:

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BETTS:

H.R. 11503. A bill relating to the carryover
of net operating losses of certain rallroad
corporations; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CEDERBERG:

H.R.11504. A bill to amend the Federal
Employees’ Compensation Act so as to per-
mit injured employees entitled to recelve
medlcal services under such act to utilize
the services of optometrists; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. GRIDER:

H.R. 11505. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to regulate the trans-
portation, sale, and handling of dogs and
cats intended to be used for purposes of
research or experimentation, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr, KEOGH:

HR.11508. A bill to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States to restore the
former tariff treatment of certain perfume
bottles; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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By Mr. MACHEN:

H.R. 11507. A bill to provide for the control
or elimination of jellyfish and other such
pests in the coastal waters of the United
States; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R. 11508. A bill to authorize the estab-
lishment of Federal mutual savings banks; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PRICE:

HR. 11509. A bill to amend and clarify the
reemployment provisions of the Universal
Military Training and Services Act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. RHODES of Arizona:

H.R. 11510. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, with respect to reciprocal mail-
ing privileges of the United States and cer-
tain countries from which foreign assistance
is withheld; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. RUMSFELD:

H.R.11511. A bill to provide that certain
serge woven fabrics may be imported free of
duty to be used in the manufacture of ap-
parel for members of religious orders; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WAGGONNER:

H.R.11512. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to eliminate the with-
holding of income tax from wages and sal-
arles; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.R.11513. A bil] to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide increases in rates of
dependency and indemnity compensation to
widows, children, and parents of deceased
veterans and to increase the income limita-
tions governing the rates of dependency and
indemnity compensation payable to parents;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr, HELSTOSKI:

H.R.11514. A bill authorizing and direct-
ing the Secretary of Commerce to carry out a
survey and investigation of the feasibility of
constructing and operating a passenger
monorail train system between Suffern, N.Y.,
and Hoboken, N.J., over the rights-of-way
of the main line of the Erie-Lackawanna
Rallroad; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. McCLORY:

H.R. 11515. A bill for the establishment of
the Commission on the Organization of the
Executive Branch of the Government; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. WOLFF':

H.J, Res, 686. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that the right to
vote shall not be denied on account of age
to persons who are 18 years of age or older;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HUNGATE:

H.R. 11516, A bill for the relief of Dr. Luis

Anglo; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mrs. KELLY:

H.R. 11517. A bill for the relief of Marton
Berkovies; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. OTTINGER.:

H.R. 11518. A bill for the relief of Miss
Alda Paternoster; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania:

HR. 11519, A bill for the rellef of Mrs.
Maria Anna Brescia and children, Luclana
Brescia and Maria Pia Brescia; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
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